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Anti-Judaism in
Christian Theology:
A Critical Response to
H. Ray Dunning's
Grace, Faith, and Holiness
MICHAEL LODAIIl..

On several occasions in his recently-published systematic theology, Grace,
Faith, and Holines-a work which truly stands as a significant monwnent in modem Wesleyan thought-H. Ray Dunning insists that his words ought not to be
interpreted to imply anti-Semitism. Methinks the theologian doth protest too
much.
Rob Staples of Nazarene Theological Seminary, in his review of Dunning's new
systematic theology in the Spring 1989 issue of The Seminary Tower, mildly criticized Dunning's reticence in engaging contemporary concerns on the theological
horizon such as those ..raised by liberation, black, feminist, hope, and process theologies."1 One could add to that list a noticeable lack of sensitivity to the issues of
Jewish-Christian dialogue, and thus also to the critical task of constructing Christian theology after the Holocaust.
This latter concern is one shared by particular theologians from all across the
theological spectrum, including: the Roman Catholic feminist Rosemary Radford
Ruether; the German theologian of hope Jiirgen Moltmann; American process
thinker Clark Williamson; the one-time "secular theologian" Paul van Buren,
whose own use of theological language was reinvigorated by intimate exJ>05ure to
Jewish thought; and from more conservative circles, David Rausch, Jakob Jocz,
Andre Lacoque and Seventh-day Adventist scholar Jacques Doukhan.2 For all their
differences, each of these authors writes in the consciousness that Hitler's program

Dr. Michael Lodahl is professor of theology at Northwest Nazarene College.
See a critique of his article beginning on page 19 in this issue.
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to eliminate the world of Jews (Judenrein) could never have even been conceived,
let alone nearly carried out, apart from the two millennia of Christian anti-Judaism
which laid the foundation for a secularized anti-Semitism in Europe.
Important as that consideration is--and it ought never be forgotten by Christian
theologians!-it is on other grounds that I wish to challenge Dunning. Rather than
on the grounds of the history of effects of Christian anti-Judaism, I intend to engage Dunning on biblical grounds, and more particularly around three foci: hermeneutics, prcvenicnt grace and ecclesiology. In what follows I intend to address, and
to take issue with, what I interpret to be unnecessary, often self-contradictory, and
possibly unbiblical devaluations of Jewish faith and practice as they appear in
Dunning's book.
HERMENEUTICS
Dunning should be lauded for his recognition of the profound importance of the
hermcneutical task for the Christian theologian. In many ways, hermeneutic concerns reside at the very heart of Dunning's method. Undoubtedly the particular instance in which those concerns arc most evident is his development of a
cal hermeneutic," by which he argues that a study of the early Church' s interpretive approach to its Scriptures, or Mthe way the New Testament interprets the Old"
[Dunning, p. 74], will yield for contemporary Christians a fruitful interpretive key
for the entire Bible itself.
&sentially, this theological hermeneutic which Dunning secs at work in the
early Church centers in the New Testament authors' belief that
theology that
informed the Old Testament passages was filled full (fulfilled) of Christian content
by the person and work of Jesus and the new Israel, the Church" [p. 75]. Thus, it is
not a mechanical prophecy-fulfillment hermeneutic, nor a wooden infallibility hermeneutic founded on a theory of divine dictation, but a dynamic, historical reading
of the Christ event in such a way as to see that it was the same God worldng in the
person of Jesus who has labored in the persons, events and history of pre-Christian
Israel.
This approach of course draws heavily from the Heilsgeschichte school which
has so deeply influenced modem theological interpretation, and in my mind marks
a significant and positive suggestion for twentieth-century Wesleyans' approach to
biblical hermeneutics. Additionally, it perpetuates the well-entrenched Christian
interpretive schema which makes Jesus Christ the hermcneutical key not only for
reading the Bible, but for writing Christian theology. Hence, in Dunning's words,
theological understandings can be allowed to intrude themselves into [Christian] theology that are inconsistent with the revelation of Christ. Any candidate for
inclusion must be critically judged by this criterion" [p. 32]. This is not an unusual
claim; particularly through the mammoth influence of Karl Barth in our own time,
Christ has in fact been understood to be the norm for an authentically Christian
theology.
But which Christ? This deceptively simple question begins, I believe, to reveal
a matter of utmost importance: while in the history of Christian thinldng the primary hermeneutical principle for understanding God's character and activity has
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been Jesus, the figure ofJesus itself demands interpretation.3 The day is past when
Christian theologians could confidently and triumphally claim that God definitively and unambiguously revealed himself in Jesus as the Christ. For Christology
is neither an exact science nor a univocal art; it is an ongoing process of interpretation which must continually move back to a collection of gospels which themselves betray a plurality of interpretations of Jesus.
I would like to argue that, while an unambiguous and question-free reading of
Jesus the Nazarene is well beyond our capacities, the hermeneutical commitment
to grounding interpretation in a relatively thorough knowledge of a text's or person's socio-historical setting is certainly critical for Christology. This means, on
the simplest level, that the Christian theologian must understand Jesus first of all
as a first-century Galilean Jew, circumcised, dedicated in the Temple, well-versed
in the Torah, and a faithful--if radical and revolutionary--attendant at synagogue.
Much more, of course, would need to be said in constructing an adequate Christology for Christian faith and practice, but saying this much at least helps us to
ground whatever else we say in the social, religious and cultural world of first-century Galilean Judaism.•
The point, then, is that Israel's history with, and faith in, the God of Israel provide the proper context for understanding the person and significance of Jesus--and
that this socio-historical context is both temporally and (theo)logically prior to the
traditional Christian claim that Jesus provides just such an interpretive context for
understanding Israel's history with God as offered in the Hebrew Scriptures. To
state it using Dunning's terminology: his claim is that final authority for Christian
theology rests in Mthe Christ-event and, in the light of it, the salvation events of the
Old Testament, of which it is the fulfillment" [p. 56); I would delete two words
and a pair of commas and say that final authority rests in Mthe Christ-event in the
light of the salvation events of the Old Testament," since this covenantal history is
quite obviously Christ's contexts
This argument need not subvert the Christian claim that the event of Jesus
Christ provides the norm for the Church's interpretation and appropriation of the
Hebrew Scriptures. In fact it gives that claim a certain substance, for now it is Israel's faith and history which provide a context for even beginning to decide who
Jesus is, and how he fulfills the messianic role. In such an argument it is apparent
that the history of God's people Israel and the event of Jesus Christ stand as mutually interpretive points on the hermeneutical circle. My suggestion is that the
Church would do well to enter that circle at the point of an appreciation and aff mnation of the historical context Israel provides, so as not to devalue arbitrarily
the covenant with Israel established at Sinai.
For example, in his appendix on hermeneutics Dwming states, Min modern technical language, Christ becomes a 'new hermeneutic' in terms of which the Christian must read his Old Testament" [p. 594). It is, in fact, obvious that this is the
way in which the New Testament authors appropriated their Scriptures--but surely
the potential dangers of this hermeneutic are not hidden from us. Take, as an example within this example, Paul's use of Deut. 30: 11-14 in Rom. I 0:6-8. There he
adopts a passage which very clearly refers to the availability and Mdo-ability" of
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the Sinaitic commandments, and transfonns it into a proclamation of Christ.
Whereas Moses says that the word which is ·very near you, in your mouth and in
your heart" is the commandment which may be observed (Deut. 30:14), for Paul
that "very near word" is "the word of faith which we are preaching" (Rom. 10:8).
It would be senseless to charge Paul with ripping the Deuteronomy verses out
of context, and making them say something quite different from what they meant
in their historical and literary context. Such a criticism would not even make sense
to, let alone bother, the ap05tle or anyone else in the first century. What Paul offers
in Romans 10 is a typically rabbinic reading of sacred text, in which highly creative and even imaginative interpretation yields a radically new message. But it is
one thing to say Paul's Christie reading of the Hebrew Scriptures is comprehensible in the light of his socio-religious context, and quite another to suggest that we
should follow his example.
One may detect a tension in Dunning at precisely this point: he often betrays a
preference for typically Antiochene exegesis, with its predilection for an historical
or more nearly literal reading of biblical texts-what John Wesley called the
"plain meaning" of the Scriptures. Yet at the same time he appears Wlcertain as to
how one may read the Hebrew Scriptures for their •plain meaning" and still hold
to them as Scripture for the Church.
My response to Dunning's dilemma is that, while Paul has taught the Church to
read the gospel of Jesus Christ into, or out of, Deuteronomy 30 and other pas.5ages
of what we have named the Old Testament, it is incwnbent upon the Church, out of
intellectual and henneneutical honesty, also to recognize and affirm the ..plain
meaning" of such pas.5age-and be willing to wrestle with the implications of such
a difficult henneneutical shift for its Wlderstanding both of itself and of Jewish
faith and practice within the context of the Sinaitic covenant. The problem is not
inherently with the Christian affirmation which Paul derives from his imaginative
interpretation of Deuteronomy 30, but with the denial of Deuteronomy's original
intent which so readily seems to accompany such an interpretation. This is particularly the case since this very pas.5age was also crucial to the development of rabbinic Judaism; for the rabbis, the word of Torah .. is not in the heavens," for God
has entrusted this word of instruction to the people Israel to interpret and apply to
the concrete issues and ethical questions confronting them-and to observe it! And
one would have to admit that the rabbis seem to have come closer to Deuteronomy's original intent.
Apparently Dunning anticipated a criticism of this sort. In his appendix he offers an insightful reply:
If it is remembered that the historical meaning of any text is determined
by its context, and the context is not necessarily limited to the immediate
setting, then it can be seen that the total context of Old Testament
Scripture that is needed to establish its full historical meaning includes
the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ and the birth of the
Church. In this way, to read an Old Testament text in the light of the New
Testament is to see it in its full historical setting [p. 623).
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The only glaring shortcoming with this otherwise astute observation is that the
event of Jesus Christ and the subsequent beginnings of the Church comprise only
one historical setting in which those writings called the Old Testament were
handled and interpreted as Scripture. There is another: the destruction of the
Temple and the fall of Jerusalem, the revitalii.ation of the Jewish tradition in the
rabbinic movement, and indeed the entire subsequent history of the Jewish people,
the faith community to whom the so-called "Old Testament" originally belonged.
That is a radically "other" context for interpreting the Scriptures of the Jews, and
contemporary Jewish narrative theologian Michael Goldberg bas argued forcefully
that this context at least bas the advantage of historical/theological continuity with
the faith community in which those writings first arose.6
I asswne that Dunning would accuse me of handling "the question of the relation between the Testaments in such a way as to sabotage the Christian faith," and
argue that "the continued rejection by the church of a literalistic reading of the Old
Testament" is evidence of the Church's wise recognition that such a reading "inevitably produces this undesirable result" [p. 624]. I would counter that the only
faith which gets sabotaged is a neo-Marcionite, ahistorical, spiritualized and essentially anti-Judaic Christianity which bas lost track of its roots in the history and
faith of the people Israel. The rejection of a literalistic reading of the Hebrew
Scriptures may have been necessary for the early Church to survive the battle of
contesting faiths in a harsh environment, but it is no longer so, and is in fact now
counter-productive.
In his critique of dispensationalism-which will be addressed more fully in the
section on ecclesiology-Dunning also reveals his uneasiness with any hermeneutic which appears to "invalidate the Old Testament as a Christian book" [p. 587],
but indicates that dispensationalists would not be bothered since to them "the Old
Testament is not a Christian book but speaks of the promises to Jews that shall be
fulfilled literally and physically" [p. 587]. Frankly, it seems rather strange to me
for Christians to claim that the so-called "Old Testament" is, first of all, a Christian book! (And I hope to show that I am not a dispensationalist!) It is first and
foremost, we should recall, a Jewish book-which is the brunt of Goldberg's argument-and best left to Jews to decide whether its promises are to be interpreted literally and physically. There is something inherently self-deceptive about Christians reading the Psalms and not recognizing that such Scriptures were written by
Jews, for Jews, and in a thoroughly Jewish historical-covenantal context. Actually,
it can be a rather grand experience for the Christian to realize that, through the
grace of God offered in the historical event of Jesus as the Christ, she is privileged
to read Scriptures which have been Jewish Scriptures used in Temple and synagogue worship for centuries-but which now the Church not only reads, but also in
which it can rejoice as it is encountered through them by the God of Abraham,
Isaac and Jacob, the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. In the words of Ephesians:
Remember that you were at that time separate from Messiah, excluded
from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers to the covenants of
promise, having no hope and without God in the world. But now in Christ
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Jesus you who formerly were far off have been brought near by the blood
of Christ (Eph. 2:12-13).

GENERAL REVELATION
The language of the passage just quoted from Ephesians suggests another weaknes.s in Dunning's interpretation of Jewish religious faith. Ephesians refers to the
people Israel as a -commonwealth" of God, having received the -covenants of
promise," and elsewhere Paul writes that to them belong -the adoption as sons and
the glory and the covenants and the giving of the Law and the temple service and
the promises" (Rom. 9:4). Thus, Christian theologians traditionally have considered the faith and history of Israel as recorded in their Scriptures under the category of special revelation, i.e., as a Spirit-inspired interpretation of God's saving
activities in history. It is precisely this traditional estimation which seems lo suffer
under Dunning's treatment of the nature of general revelation.
In his discussion of the nature and possibility of general revelation, Dunning
draws on Marlin Luther's characterization of humanity's universal sense of God as
leading to -the knowledge of the law but not to the gospel...a sense of obligation,
of coming short" [p. 167). He does no t list Judaism as one of his examples, choosing rather lo point lo classically East Asian faiths to illustrate the point.7 But the
language, -knowledge of the law" and -a sense of obligation," quite clearly are
reminiscent of Christianity's traditional estimation of Judaism, and this becomes
especially apparent in light of Dunning's debt to Luther on this point.
If indeed -knowledge of the law" and -a sense of obligation" arc adequate ways
in which to formulate humanity's sense of general revelation, the obvious question
is, Where does Judaism fit? Does Dunning do justice to the scriptural witness to
the specific, covenant-creating activity of God among the Jewish people? To put
the question another way: If general revelation is defined as -kno wledge of the
law," does the Sinai covenant fall under the rubric of general revelation because it
is Torah-centered? Has is not traditionally been considered special revelation?
And, if one accords it the place of special revelation, is it not -gospel" or good
news as well, since in Dunning's words -special revelation must carry us on to the
gospel" [p. 171 ]? And if so, is it not also (potentially) salvific? 8
My argument, of course, is that the Sinai covenant, rooted in the graciousness
of Yahweh, is indeed salvific when it is faithfully appropriated and obeyed.9 This
does not necessitate considering all people of Jewish heritage to be salvifically related to God, since there are, and always have been, conditions to be met by human
beings in God's covenantal activity. 10 This covenant established through Moses
with the people of Israel, just like the covenant established through Jesus Christ for
all peoples, can become distorted and even perverted by legalism, judgmentalism
or isolationism. And surely such distortions and perversions were bones of contention for both Jesus and Paul-but there were many Pharisees and later rabbis who
would have agreed with much of what Jesus and Paul said about legalism ! The Sinai covenant is just as surely grounded in the graciousness and faithfulness of
God-not in works of human flesh!-and precisely because of that divine grounding, cannot be assumed by Christians to be no longer legitimate. Dunning does in-
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dicate that the Jewish covenant was grounded in divine grace [p. 344), but apparently does not recognize the implication that, precisely oo the basis of divine faithit must then continue to represent a legitimate possibility for covenantal
relationship with the Creator.
Indeed, it seems to me that the very heart of Christian faith, resting as it does in
the prevenient faithfulness of God, receives a self-inflicted death blow if Christians deny God's continuing covenant faithfulness to Israel. Such a denial has
functioned all too often as the basis for the Christian claim to legitimacy and priority, reflecting the statement of Heb. 8:6-13 that Christianity represents a new and
better covenant over "the first...[which] is becoming obsolete and growing old
[and) is ready to disappear" (v. 13). Christians have the convenience of reading
Jeremiah's prophecy about a "new covenant" through the lens of Hebrews and its
abbreviated quotation, leaving us with the impression that God is indifferent toward the Jewish people (v. 9). But a further reading of Jeremiah 31, beyond verse
34, would instruct Christians that the sun, moon and stars, and the sea and its tides,
will sooner vanish than will "the offspring of Israel...cease from being a nation before Me forever" (Jer. 31 :36). I maintain that God's covenant faithfulness to Israel
ought to be axiomatic for Christian theologians-both out of regard for the Hebrew scriptural witness and for a sure sense of God's utter reliability. Dunning
himself points out that one of the biblical attributes of God is truth (emeth), or
faithfulness, which is a covenantal word describing God's utterly faithful commitment to divine promises [p. 204) . Is God true, or not? 11
The confusions and contradictions involved in considering Judaism as a phenomenon of a universal "general revelation" become apparent again when Dunning cites John Fletcher, upon whom Wesley was greatly dependent in this matter.
Fletcher referred to general revelation as "the dispensation of the Father," and considered this dispensation to be inferior to those of the Son (Jesus' ministry, death
and resurrection) and the Spirit (the Church age). Further, Dunning indicates that
Wesley's mentor described this dispensatio n variously as "'the natural law,' ' the
remains of the Creator's image in the human heart,' 'the secret grace of the Redeemer which is more or less operative in every man,' 'Gentilism,' or 'Judaism'"
[p. 168]! Does Dunning cite the sainted Fletcher on this point because he approves
of this caricaturization of Judaism? Is it truly possible, let alone biblical, to relegate Jewish faith to the level of a generalized sense of the Creator? And is it not a
strange and even absurd twist of irony that this sense of conscience could be called
both "Gentilism" and "Judaism"?
To be sure, Dunning acknowledges the grace/obligation tension which is present in Judaism, and which must also be present in Christian faith in order to avoid
what Bonhoeffer called "cheap grace." Surely the covenants cut at Sinai and Calvary are both grounded in the prevenient graciousness of the Creator, and just as
surely both are vulnerable to legalistic distortions. One cannot talk about grace and
faith in Christianity without also talking about faithful obedience, as perhaps Matthew and James tell us most clearly; by the same token, one cannot talk about
faithful obedience to Torah in Judaism without first talking about God's gracious
liberation of, and covenanting with, Israel, as perhaps Exodus and Hosea tell us
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most clearly. But this much is certain in both cases: Christians who take their
Bibles seriously find themselves confronted with a plurality of covenants, the two
most significant of which are sealed at Sinai and Calvary. And it betrays a hidden
hubris , a regrettable lack of self-critique, to relegate the firs t o f those revelatory
moments to general revelation. And if, rather, they are both moments of special
revelatory activity by God, then it is difficult to escape the implication that both
are of potentially salvific significance.
ECCLESIOLOGY
The implications of such an approach to the Sinai covenant for Christian reflection upon the Church are rather striking. First and foremost, Dunning's image of
the Church as Mthe new Israel" becomes questionable, and Dunning himself admits
that this prominent metaphor of Christian self-understanding is Mnot ever explicitly
stated in precisely this way" fp. 511], though he happily endorses it Ye t the fact is,
whenever the word Mlsrael" appears on the pages of the Christian Testament, it
very clearly refers either to the land or to the Jewish people, or both--with the possible exception of Gal. 6: 16, and even that verse is under debate by biblical scholars.
It is rather amazing, for example, that Dunning can make refe rences to Rom. 911 [pp. 511 ff, 587], the biblical passage which hcst reflects Paul's wrestling with
the matter of relationship between Christian and Jew, and still hold that the concept of Mlsrael" is spiritualizcd and applied to the Church in the writings of the
apostles. I believe it was just such a displacement mentality against which Paul
was fighting in his letter to the Romans: MFor I do not want you, brethren, to be
uninformed of this mystery, lest you be wise in your o wn estimation, tha t a partial
hardening has happened to Israel until the fullness of the Ge ntiles has come in; and
thus all Israel will be saved" ( 11 :25-26). Paul goes on to say that it is only from the
standpoint of the gospel (the Church) that the Jews are Menemies," but from the
standpoint of election (divine choice) they are Mbeloved [by God, one must assume1for the sake of the fathers" (I I :28). 12
The notion of the Church as the Mnew Israel" can only be held if o ne horribly
misreads Romans 11 , and unfortunately Dunning obliges. He notes first that Colin
Williams, in his book The Church, finds a note of continuity between Israel and
the Churc h in Paul's image of the branches grafted into the olive tree. But he further summarizes Williams by writing, MHowever the tree surgery is so radical in
the excising of some branches and the grafting in of others that the discontinuity is
also clear" [p. 512]. Careful examination of the etymology of the word Mradical"
reveals the inappropriateness of the word as an adequate description of Paul's
metaphor. Were this Msurgery" truly Mradical"-i.e., of or from the root- it would
invol ve pulling up the tree by its roots! Paul, in fact, seems carefully to avoid any
such image; he speaks of branches being cut o ff, and Mwild branches" (Gentiles)
being grafted in Mcontrary to nature into a cultivated olive tree" (Rom. 12:24). It is
clear tha t the M
c ultivated olive tree" is a biblical image of Israel (Jer. I 1: 16; Hos.
14:6), and Paul warns Gentile Christians of arrogance, Msince it is not you who
supports the root, but the root supports you" (Rom 12: 18).
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This is why Dunning's citation of Williams, "the dead branches of the old Israel
are cut out of the tree" [p. 512), is unnecessarily extreme and incipiently anti-Judaic: the tree itself is Israel, and there is no mention by Paul of any "old" or "new"
Israel whatsoever. It is ironic that the very attitude Paul was warning Gentile
Christians against in this passage is evident in Dunning's use of it.
Dunning's claim that "the distinction between Israel and the Church, so widely
embraced among conservative Christians, simply will not stand the test of biblical
exegesis" [p. 512), therefore, itself will not stand. The reason that this "distinction"
is widely embraced by conservative Christians, one might suggest, is that conservative Christians tend to be most attentive to the language of Scripture. The distinction is a New Testament one (Luke 2:32; Rom. 9:4, 11: 11 -29, 15:8-12). And to
cite Gal. 3:28 ("there is neither Jew or Greek") is inconsequential, since Paul is
here speaking of the Church itself-that "in Christ" those distinctions, while not
non-existent, are of no matter. But this says nothing at all regarding the possibility
of a distinct covenant people Israel outside of the Church.
Dunning appears to equate such thinking with dispensationalism, and so also as
being founded "upon a Calvinistic view of covenant with Israel that is unconditional and canno t be broken" [p. 587). Thal is not what I am arguing for, since it is
clear that the Sinai covenant carries its own conditions--obedience to its mitzvot
(commands)! The Jewish covenant does have conditions, but I would hold it is unconditional in the sense that it is grounded in, and sustained by, divine faithfulness.
It is true that "to speak about the salvation of a people as a whole is to make an
assumption congenial to Calvinism, one that ignores human freedom in favor of
determinism" [p. 587). But I am not suggesting "the salvation of a people as a
whole" or ignoring human freedom; rather, I am speaking about the possibility of
real relationship to God as it is offered in the Sinai covenant, founded in fact on
the assumption that this covenant honors and even in a sense bestows human freedom, as the rabbis taught.
Finally, I appreciate deeply Dunning's emphasis upon servanthood as an indispensable mark of the Church. But I question whether that emphasis is well served
by offering disparaging remarks about the people of the Sinaitic covenant: "Refusing to take the path of servanthood, they lost their place through trying to preserve
it" (p. 513). This statement assuredly reflects a common strategy in Christian theology, that of presuming to pronounce judgment upon the faith and practice of a
people who, in fact, have suffered unimaginably at the hands of the Church during
the past two millennia. Ignoring Jesus' own purpose as a servant among the Jewish
people (Rom. 15:8-12), the Church has been anything but a suffering servant
among them. 13 Further, Dunning's castigation of Judaism here nourishes a grand,
ahistorical generalization which merely whitewashes the first-century historical
dynamics of the Church-Synagogue relationship, and also ignores the incredible
diversity of Jewish and Christian sects in first-century Palestine which makes it
virtually impossible to speak monolithically of "Church" and "Synagogue" during
that era--let alone to make generalizations about the servanthood orientation of
each.
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Al least Dunning is fair enough lo recognize that the forfeiture of servanthood,
wherever it occurs, leads to a forfeiture of any claim to be God's representative
people--since to represent God is to re-present to the world a Creator with a servant's heart. Thus Dunning writes of Jesus:
The character of His ministry as the Suffering Servant was intended to
give character to the new Israel who would continue that ministry in the
world. Thus the Church is called to be the servant people of God. To the
degree that it abandons the implication of this self-denying pattern for one
marked by self-serving, it too ceases to be the people of God rp. 514).

If the negative implications of abandoning a servanthood orientation apply both
to Israel and to the Church, is it not possible that one may affirm also the positive
possibilities for each? That is, to the extent faithful Jews embody suffering servanthood, they indeed continue to be God's servant people? Robert Willis, in his powerful cs.say ·Auschwitz and the Nurturing of Conscience," offers a haunting suggestion in this connection:
... what is presented [in the Holocaust] is the dreadful irony of a
community, long accused of the crime of deicide, embodying totally the
image of crucifixion claimed by the church as the most potent symbol of
God's love and the meaning of discipleship. 14
I do not, in any of these comments, want lo idealize the Jews, nor to romanticize or
theologize their suffering in the Nazi Holocaust. I do want to lodge a protest whenever I see in texts of Christian theology the very same defan1ing caricatures which,
over the centuries, helped to prepare the way for that slaughter.
There is one pertinent moment in that centuries-long adversus Judaeos tradition
with which I end my reflections. In one of his rare references to actual Jews, John
Wesley in his journal describes what he found in a visit to the Rotterdam synagogue as ·that horrid, senseless pageantry, that mockery of God, which they called
public worship.-15 We cannot know what it was he witnessed that so disgusted him,
but we must now recognize that we, 250 years later, cannot continue in his spirit.
May Wesleyan theologians do better than Wesley in that respect, and very soon
excise from their thinking and writing the needless, self-serving slander of Jewish
religious faith and practice.
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draws between Torah as Ma less-than-adequate revelation of divine virtue and wisdom" [p.
305) and Mthe incarnation of His nature in Jesus Christ" [p.306). Dunning notes that Wesley
describes the law Min language peculiarly appropriate lo the Incarnation" [p. 305), even as
MGod manifest in the ncsh" [p. 368). There may be some validity to the Christian argument
that the revelation in Christ is less ambiguous because it is eminently personal, but that
must be demonstrated rather than assumed. My sole point here is that, in the cases of both
Torah and of Christ, no matter haw unambiguous God·s revelatory act might be in itself, the
human act of interpretation is necessary for fai thful appropriation.
4. See the new work of Roman Catholic process theologian Bernard Lee, The Galilean
Jewishness of Jesus (New York: Paulist Press, 1989).
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In this connection, see particularly van Buren·s Christ in Context.
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Christians, Getting Our Stories Straight (Nashville: Abingdon, 1985). I have attempted a
more in-depth analysis of this hermeneutical problem in MJews and Christians in a Connie!
of Interpretations," Christian Scholar's Review, 19 (June 1990): 332-344.
It is essentially out of respect for Israel ·s hermeneutical primacy in regard to its
Scriptures that, in my own use of language, I am disciplining myself to avoid the traditional
ecclesiological designations of MOid Testament" (which has never been a favored phrase
among Jews, whose literature it is) and MNew Testament." These designations tend to
perpetuate the very attitude of displacement which I am laboring against. Thus, I am
committed to using as alternative designations MHebrew Scriptures" and MChristian
Testament." Interestingly, H. Orton Wiley in his Christian Theology (Kansas City: Beacon
'-fill Press, 1940) even offers the phrase MChristian Testament" as a legitimate designation
I : 180)--although, we can safely presume, for very different reasons!
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7. Dunning, like Barth earlier, does mention Pure Land Buddhism as an apparent
exception to the emphasis upon self-effort thought to be characteristic of human re ligious
response to prevenient grace. Pure Land 's emphasis upon the Mother power" of Amida
Buddha (as opposed to self-power) docs, admits Dunning, come Mvery close to the New
Testament concept of grace, but the object of hope is false from a Christian perspective"
[p. 167). For a differing MChristian perspective" upon the question of Christianity's relationship to Pure Land Buddhism, see John Cobb's Beyond Dialogue (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1982).
8. It is interesting in this connection to note that Wiley states that Mthe meas ure of
revealed truth granted to men will be the standard by which they are judged in the last day"
[3:347] . Specifically, Wiley (admittedly drawing upon the work of dispensationalist
Samuel Wakefie ld) writes that Mthe Jews will be judged by the law of Moses and the
teaching of the prophets," while MChristians in general will be judged by the Scriptures of
the Old and New Tcstaments--especially the gospel as it confers on men superior privileges" [p. 346]. Obversely, one might surmise that the means of judgment wo uld a lso
logically be the means of potential sa lvation. If not, then the whole notion of judgment
becomes meaningless.
9. For a fine Je wish treatment of this issue, see the brief wo rk of my mentor David
Blumenthal, The Place of Faith and Grace in Judaism (Austin, TX: Center for JudaicChristian Studies, 1985).
10. In a footnote, Dunning cites Th. C. Vriczcn (A n Outline of Old Testament Theology) in
this regard: Munfortunately some Christian theologians, however strongly they combat the
dangers of a mistaken idea of being elect in the Church, cannot refrain even no w, in
consequence of a religious romanticism, from backing up the Jews in this temptation! In
particular the establishment of the State of Israel has increased this danger.. [p. 508, n.5].
I want to insist that religious romanticism is not the issue here, but whether and when
the Church will be willing to read what Israel's (and the Church's) Scriptures say about the
Sinai covenant. There is no question that the Holocaust and the subsequent establishment of
the Jewish state have exercised considerable influence upon Christian reconsiderations of
Judaism, but historical circumstances arc far from the sole factor. They are more the
condition which has brought about the necessity for a re-reading of the Bible o n this
question.
11 . It is a fact that the Temple structure and cultus are no more, though there are orthodox
(and often militant) Je ws who envision its re-establishment with the sacrificial system. But
many Jews interpret Jeremiah's prophecy as having been Mfilled full" (to use Dunning's fine
phrase) in tenns of the rabbinic renewal of God's covenant with Israel after Jerusalem's
ransacking and the Temple's destruction in A.O. 70--with synagogue worship, prayer,
Torah study and merciful work.-; moving to center focus. It was, after all, a new covenant
which God would establish with Mthe house of Israel" and the Mhouse of Judah, .. in which
the primary phenomenon would be the writing of the Torah within their hearts. 1be
Christian Testament proclamation of this promise ·s fulfillment in Jesus Christ need not be
negated in order to recognize at least the possibility of an analogous fulfillment within this
transformed Judaism at roughly the same time under the rabbinic renewa l at Javneh.
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A Critique of Michael Lodahl 's

"Anti-Judaism in Christian
Theology: A Critical Response to
H. Ray Dunning's
Grace, Faith, and Holiness"
DANIEL B. SPROSS

In reading Michael Loda.hl's •Anti-Judaism in Christian Theology: A Critical
Response lo H. Ray Dunning's Grace, Faith, and Holiness,"' methinks there is, indeed, a theologian who doth protest too much; but methinks the • too much protest"
label better fits the theologian Loda.hi rather than the theologian Dunning. An
analysis of the title of the response raises significant questions at once. What does
Loda.hi mean by anti-Judaism ? Docs he mean that which is again.st or opposed to
Judaism? Or does he mean that which is disagreeable to Judaism? Or, the even
broader concept of that which is distinct from or different than or u11ique with reference to Judaism? The impetus behind this question is more than a mere semantic
issue.
The is.sue that constantly works at or just beneath the surface of Loda.hl's response is his concern with the ways Christians view Judaism, the Old Testament
and the Jewish people as a people. The tension that exists and that needs to be addres.5Cd (yet it never is in the article) is this: Is a viewpoint that is, by intent and
design, distinctly Christian neccssarily anti-Jewish? The obverse question, which
may not have as much bearing for Loda.hi but is nevertheless equally compelling,
is this: Is a viewpoint that is, by intent and design, distinctly Jewish necessarily
anti-Christian? It appears in his article that Lodahl has answered that first question
affirmatively without ever considering the second.2
For example, Lodahl's · several occasions" citation of Dunning·s concern that
his words not be construed as implying anti-Semitism are confined to three men-
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tions in a 671-page work--twice in the lxxly of the work itself, and once in a footnote! As far as the "protest too much.. concern, does Lodah1 equate a "noticeable
lack of sensitivity to the issues of Jewish-Christian dialogue.. with "anti-Judaism
in Christian theology"? That strikes me as a huge leap. Is every work that demonstrates a noticeable lack of sensitivity to that particular dialogue a priori anti-Semitic? I think not, and I would further contend that a credible case for deeming a
work anti-Semitic would need to be based on something much more concrete and
convincing than this.
Lodahl 's second concern, the historical effects of Christian anti-Judaism, serves
to clarify his personal theological agenda more than to address Dunning's theology, wiless he is implying that failure to address that concern is evidence of a latent anti-Semitism. He chose to introduce the idea, but stated that he would engage
Dwining on other grounds. This he does until the end of the article, where he resurrects this precise issue in his discussion of Dwining's emphasis on servanthood.
Obviously he could subdue his own agenda no longer.
Lodah1 proposes to engage Dwining on biblical grounds, specifically indicating
henneneutics, prevenient grace and ecclesiology as his foci. His criticism is deliberately aimed at what he perceives to be "unnecessary, often self-contradictory and
possibly unbiblical devaluations of Jewish faith and practice." From Lodahl's selfstated agenda, the key concept appears to be "devaluations of Jewish faith and
practice ... It would thus appear that any such devaluation is to be equated with
anti-Judaism or anti-Semitism. But what does he mean by devaluation? Is any perspective of Jewish faith and practice other than or different from a Jewish perspective of necessity or by definition a devaluation, and therefore anti-Semitic? This
seems to be the inference from which he proceeds.
Lodahl rightly recogni7..es the essential role that henneneutic concerns play as
an essential foundation for Dunning's theological method, and his analysis appears
to be fair and well balanced as he concludes that Dunning's method is, above all,
Christological. For Lodahl, the significant issue is the diversity of possible interpretations of Jesus, which he correctly suggests come initially from the NT writers
themselves. His major point of departure from Dunning is the consideration of the
Christ event as the fulfillment of the salvation events of the OT. Lodahl argues that
the history of God's people Israel and the event of Jesus Christ stand as mutually
interpretive points on the henneneutical circle. Therefore, he is anxious to delete
the concept of the Christ event as the fulfillment of the salvation events of the OT,
as that which would arbitrarily devalue the covenant with Israel established at Sinai. At this point, one might be interested in what Lodahl would propose that the
Christian theologian should do with the Gospel according to Matthew, but that apparently was beyond his sphere of interest. While conceding that Dunning's suggestion that Christ becomes a "new henneneutic" for the Christian in reading the
OT is in fact consonant with the way the NT authors appropriated the OT, Lodahl
submits that such an approach contains potential dangers. Meanwhile, he himself
seemingly ignores the potential dangers lurking in abandoning that approach.
Lodahl cites Paul's use of Deut. 30: 14 in Rom. 10:8 and proposes that what Paul
does is typical first-century rabbinic exegesis, acceptable for him in his socio-reli-

Critique of M. Lodahl's "Anti-Judaism in Christian Theology•

21

gious context but unacceptable for the contemporary Christian exegete. I agree.
However, once that is said, it is inaccurate to infer that Dunning is guilty of such
exegesis.
Lodahl chides Dunning for the tension that exists in trying to discern the plain
meaning of the OT and still utilize it as Scripture for the Christian Church. Yet
Lodahl's proposed solution--that the Church wrestle with the plain meaning of
such passages while at the same time reading Christ into or out of the text--contains within itself the exact same tension that had been discovered in Dunning!
Lodahl does make a very valid point in as.serting that the original intent of Deuteronomy 30 must not be lost in the Christian exegesis of the OT. He is right on target
when he suggests that, at times, rabbinic exegesis does a superior job of clarifying
the original intent of an OT passage than much early Christian exegesis has done.
What seems to escape Lodah1 's notice, however, is the possibility that the reverse
could also be true.
At this point, the sharpest division between Dunning and Lodahl emerges.
Lodahl rightly notices that Dunning has adopted a particular historical context
from which to read and understand the OT, i.e., to read the OT in the light of the
NT to see its full historical setting. Lodahl's reaction is to the term full historical
setting. He submits instead that there is another historical setting from which to
interpret the OT, namely Rabbinic Judaism that emerged post 70 C.E. His interesting suggestion, borrowed from Michael Goldberg, is that this latter context has the
distinct advantage of historical/theological continuity with the faith community in
which these writings first arose. Does this imply an anti-Christian bias on the part
of Goldberg, and, by extension, on the part of Lodahl? Is that not, in fact, a devaluation of Christian faith and practice as an extension of the Judaism from which it
arose in the first century? Lodah1 appears to assume that first-century Christianity
does not have a historical/theological continuity with the faith community of the
OT, or at least that it is not as valid as that accorded to rabbinic Judaism, a claim
that I soundly reject. I contend that we must recognize that in the first century of
the Christian Era, two divergent traditions emerged from a single common source,
and, once emergent, they went their separate ways. Both Judaism and Christianity
share a connection with the OT faith community as their common mother. Samuel
Sandmel demonstrates agreement with this connection when he writes "If one rises
above nomenclature, then, it is by no means incorrect to speak of Christianity as a
Judaism. Indeed, of the many varieties of Judaism which existed in the days of Jesus, two alone have abided into our time, rabbinic Judaism and Christianity."3
Lodahl 's further contention that to utilize his hermeneutic would only put a
"neo-Marcionite, ahistorical, spiritualized and essentially anti-Judaic Christianity"
in jeopardy is another example of his over-much protestation. The implications of
his views suggest something else. Dunning indicates uneasiness with any hermeneutic which invalidates the OT as a Christian book. Lodah1 seems uneasy with
the claim that the OT is a Christian book. While I agree completely with Lodahl
that the OT is first of all a Jewish book, I strenuously disagree that it must be left
to the Jews to decide how best to interpret it.4 Lodahl offers the valid example of
the Christian appreciation for the Psalms being enriched as one recognizes its thor-
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oughly Jewish sitz im leben. In fact, this example points to the validity of the
Christian stream of tradition that finds itself rooted and connected to the OT. My
point is that Christianity is itself a product of the faith of the OT and the Christian
tradition provides an equally legitimate and valid frame of reference from which
one can consider and interpret the OT.
In his critique of Dunning's analysis of general revelation, Lodahl rightly stales
that Christian theologians traditionally have considered Jewish faith and history as
a significant component of special revelation. He then argues, because Dunning
cites Luther and mentions knowledge of law and a sense of obligation in relation to
general revelation, that Dunning is doing an injustice to the biblical witness of special revelation to the Jews. While Lodah1 obviously presumes guilt by association,
since Luther's anti-Semitism is universally recognized, it is absurd to make the assumption that every time Christian theologians cite Luther they are embracing his
anti-Semitism. This is especially so in this case, where Dunning neither mentions
nor refers to Judaism at all. In his treatment of special revelation, Dunning clearly
states that Jewish faith and history are a significant component of special revelation. Why should Lodah1 strain at inferences and presumptions when clearly-stated
views contradict his suggestions?
In building his case further, Lodahl argues that Dunning's theology betrays a
typical spiritualizing of the Bible that depreciates the history of Israel prior to the
birth of Jesus. This sweeping generalization is interesting for two reasons. First,
Lodah1 suggests that this betrayal is Mjust beneath the surface." Does that mean
that there is nothing to Lodahl's case on the surface? Delving beneath the surface
of a plainly-stated written work is highly subjective at best and purely speculative
al worst. Second, Lodahl cites no evidence to substantiate his conjecture, while
Dunning's work contains numerous examples that would refute such a claim. At
no point does Dunning ever deny or depreciate the status of special revelation to
the Judaism that mothered both Christianity and modern Judaism. What Lodahl
seems to overlook in his hyper-sensitivity to even the slightest hint of a depreciation of Judaism is the inherent particularity of Christianity, a particularity that can
be called absoluteness.$
It is somewhat ironic that Lodah1 himself sounds a great deal like Luther when
he observes that there is gospel at the center of the Torah, and particularly so in
God's covenants with his people. Lodahl's discussion concerning the salvific nature of the Sinai covenant is excellent; I find it to be one of the strongest sections
of his work. However, while completely agreeing with his assessment of the covenant, I am not convinced that it necessarily follows that all Christian theologians
must conclude, with Lodahl, that it must continue to represent a legitimate possibility for covenantal relationship with the Creator. I personally think that Lodahl
may be right at this point, but I am reluctant lo argue that all Christian theologians
must be in agreement on this issue. The fact is, there are some Christian theologians who feel that the particularity, uniqueness and even the absoluteness of Christianity must be emphasized, even if it means suggesting that the new covenant in
Jesus Christ has rendered the old covenant inoperative. Lodahl's contention that
the Mvery heart of the Christian faith ... receives a self-inflicted death blow if Chris-
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tians deny God's continuing covenant faithfulness to Israel" is an overstatement. If
Christianity has become a broader and more inclusive means of salvation for all
humanity than Judaism had been under the Sinai covenant, acceptance of the validity of the new covenant does not nullify God's faithfulness to Israel under the previous covenant. Lodah1 fails to grasp the thrust of Paul's understanding of the
Christ event as the basis for the new covenant that includes both Jew and Greek.
male and female, slave and free, all in a new relationship with God based on the
faithfulness of God to all humanity displayed in the faithfulness and righteousness
of Jesus Christ.
Lodahl's treatment of Heb. 8:6-13 raises significant questions about the concern
for hermeneutics previously cited. While I agree with Lodah1 that Jeremiah 31
must first be understood within its own unique historical situation, it seems that
Hebrews 8 should be deserving of the same treatment at the hands of the Christian
theologian. At no point does Lodahl give a careful exegesis of Hebrews 8 that goes
beyond looking back at its antecedent in Jeremiah. Lodah1 moves from Hebrews to
Jeremiah, but never returns to Hebrews to deal with the historical situation there.
What alternative method of interpretation for the passage in Hebrews does he propose for the Christian Church? Is his method of dealing with all NT passages that
are based on an OT text simply to use the NT passage only to spring back to the
OT, and once the historical situation of the OT passage has been fixed, to leave it
at that? Lodah1 apparently avoids dealing with the significant problems that would
arise for his proposal about the necessity of the ongoing legitimacy of the Sinai
covenant as the basis for covenant relationship if he were to provide an exegesis of
Hebrews 8, John 10, John 14, Phil. 2:5-11, Ephesians 2, or 2 Cor. 5: 11 -22.
Another example of over-much protest is Lodahl's attack on Dunning's citation
of Fletcher. It appears to me that the linkage of the terms "every man," "Gentilism" and "Judaism" is inclusive of all humanity, much reminiscent of Paul in Romans. Would Lodah1 attack Fletcher or Dunning for being anti-Gentile on the basis
of such a linkage? Would he attack Paul for being anti-Semitic for doing much the
same thing in Rom. l: 16? I think not.
Yet another example of overly-indignant protest is Lodahl's charge of "a betrayal of hidden hubris, a regrettable lack of self critique" for Dunning's purported
relegation of the Sinai covenant to general revelation. Yet such a scathing indictment rests only upon Lodahl's premise concerning what Dunning has done rather
than upon what Dunning has in fact done. The Sinai covenant has been discussed
explicitly in Dunning's section on special revelation,6 yet it is never specifically
mentioned in the section on general revelation in Dunning's book! Irresponsible
and unsubstantiated attacks do not enhance Lodahl's otherwise solid contention
about the salvific implications of the Sinaitic covenant; rather, they tend to undermine an otherwise valid point.
It comes as no surprise that Lodah1 objects strenuously to Dunning's image of
the Church as the new Israel. Lodahl states as fact that Israel in the NT always refers either to the land of the Jewish people, the Jewish people themselves, or both,
with the possible exception of Gal. 6: 16. In typical overstatement, Lodah1 argues
that only a horrible misreading of Romans 11 can permit one to refer to the Church
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as the ·new Israel." If that be horrible misreading, then Dunning is in the distinguished company of several biblical theologians and NT scholars who share that
same affliction! Leonhard Goppelt states that Paul uses the phrase •Israel of God"
as one of the designations for the Church drawing from the OT.7 He goes on to say
that •what was spoken to Israel in the OT as the people of God was now to be connected typologically with the church. It alone was the community that could understand itself as the heir of the OT promises."1 The view that Paul considered the
Christian Church as the new Israel of God, meaning the new people of God, is further supported by a wide spectrum. Werner Georg Kiimmel, Rudolph Bulunann,
George Ladd, Ethelbert Stauffer, Leon Morris, Hennan Ridderbos, Johannes
Munck, A. M. Hunter and D. E. H. Whiteley9 are all in agreement on this point.
Despite Lodahl's begging the question concerning the etymological meaning of
the word radical, what Paul implies in Romans 11 concerning the Jewish branches
being cut from the olive tree and Gentile branches being grafted on in their place is
radical in every sense of the word. Such a notion does, in fact, require ·pulling up
by the roots" previously held beliefs about the uniqueness of Judaism. Lodahl's
depiction of Colin Williarns's statement concerning the dead branches of old Israel
being cut out of the tree as ·unnecessarily extreme and incipiently anti-Judaic" is
itself a caricature. To speak of dead branches of the old Israel is not anti-Judaic.
Whatever tenn Lodahl would prefer to use to describe it, the parable depicts a part
of Israel, a faithless part, being cut off because of faithlessness. Paul clearly indicates throughout his writings that faithless Jews had in fact been cut off and
faithful Goyim had been grafted in as the people of God. If that fact makes Lodahl
uneasy, then it is Paul that he should attack.
As for the statement about Paul's warning to Gentile Christians concerning arrogance, Lodahl completely overlooks Paul's parallel warning to Jewish Christians
in Romans. Lodahl's response stands self-condemned at the altar of arrogance at
several points. It is particularly ironic to find Lodahl siding with conservative
Christians for their •attentiveness to Scripture" in their distinction between Israel
and the Church. Those same conservative Christians would insist on the particularity of their Christianity to the point that they would unequivocally say to LodahJ
that Jesus Christ is now the only way to the Father.
I am astonished by Lodahl 's suggestion that Paul's statement in Gal. 3:28 is
·inconsequential." I agree with Lodahl that Paul is referring here to the Church-that •in Christ" the distinctions between Jew and Gentile have been rendered
irrelevant within the Church. But Lodahl fails to grasp the obvious at this point.
Paul clearly indicates that in Christ, the Christian Church has become an inclusive
designation for the new people of God, binding together into a single corporate entity both believing Jews and believing Gentiles (as Ephesians 2 also demonstrates).
If Lodahl is right about the distinct covenant people of God continuing outside the
Church, then it would appear that his Jesus has come to be Messiah only for Gentiles, a concept that Paul and most Christians would find preposterous. Lodahl
seems to want to claim Paul and the distinctives of Christianity without at the same
time accepting that Paul considered his faithfulness as a Jew and his Jewish adherence to the mitzvot of the Sinaitic covenant as skybala in the light of the righteous-
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nes.5 that he discovered in the Lordship of Jesus as Mes.5iah (See Phil. 3: 1-8, especially verse 8). Lodahl seems to miss Paul's whole point in Romans 2-5 that God's
faithfulnes.5 is not the problem with the Sinaitic covenant; rather, it is Israel's
faithlcssncss that is the problem. God's faithfulncss was the basis of the Sinaitic
covenant and has become the basis for the new covenant established through the
life, death and resurrection of Jesus from the dead (a concept that is also echoed in
Matt. 26:28, Mark 14:24, Luke 22:20, 1 Cor. 11:25, 2 Cor. 3:61, and Heb. 7:22,
8:6-13 and 9:1 -28). Following Lodahl's line of reasoning to its ultimate conclusion
would make the existence of the Christian Church, and even Jesus as Mcssiah, unnecessary, a concept that is totally opposite the thought of Paul and the rest of the
NT witncsses.
The comments on Dunning's emphasis on servanthood further perpetuate
Lodahl's method of obfuscating the primary issues with injections of emotionallycharged language that fails to deal with the essential realities. The pronouncement
of judgment upon the faith and practice of the Jews in the first century is a major
reality in the Synoptics, Johannine Literature, Hebrews and the Pauline Epistles.
Dunning's continuation of that strategy, as a Christian theologian working from a
biblical base that includes those works, should surprise no one. The suffering of
Jews at the hands of the Christian Church during the past two millennia is as regrettable as the suffering of the first-century Christian Church at the hands of Jews
and the Roman government; but neither of these historical realities has anything to
do with Dunning's point. Dunning states that first-century Christians perceived Jesus as fulfilling the role of Mcssiah as a suffering servant who suffered on behalf
of all humanity--a view which first-century Judaism did not accept for itself and
which modem Judaism still does not accept. 10 The concept of a crucified Mcssiah
was and is a skanda/on, a stumblingblock, for Judaism, even as it is also foolishness to unbelieving Gentiles (as Paul indicates in 1 Cor. l :23). The view Dunning
promotes is in no way monolithic; nor is it an ahistorical generalization. Once
again, Lodahl protcsteth too much.
Lodahl is certainly fair in acknowledging that Dunning honestly faces the implications of forfeiture of servanthood for Christians who are not faithful, yet does
not recognize by extension that that is precisely what Paul indicated was previously the case for the Jews. Lodahl's bold proposal that faithful Jews who embody
suffering scrvanthood may indeed continue to be God's servant people clearly
goes beyond Dunning's intent in Grace, Faith, and Holiness, yet such a bold proposal appears to be the most positive and significant contribution that is made in
Lodahl's article. World wars and the Holocaust have demanded that Jews and
Christians alike rethink their common roots and shared historical heritage--particularly the meaning of life, suffering and death. To that end, the emergent JewishChristian dialogue has been constructive and meaningful and it must be hoped that
it will continue and increase. However, it must be remembered that Jews will always come to such dialogue as Jews and Christians will always come to such dialogue as Christians. Both must be prepared to deal with the historical realities of
that diversity, including the tendencies within Christianity that appear to be antisemitic as well as the tendencies within Judaism that appear to be anti-Christian.

26

In that light, I strongly object to Lodahl's grossly exaggerated labeling of Dunning's work as perpetuating a defaming caricature of Jews that helped prepare the
way for the Holocaust. A careful reading of Dunning's work reveals a view of Judaism that is balanced and consistent, although it is written from a distinctly Christian perspective. It is a far cry from the "needless, self-serving slander of Jewish
religious faith and practice" that Lodahl suspected he had unearthed. Yet again, the
over-much protest springs from the work of Lodahl, not Dunning.
In conclusion, it appears that Lodahl carries great concern for Jewish-Christian
dialogue and sincerely seeks to encourage Christian theologians to consider the
implications of OT study from a Jewish perspective that would shed light on the
Christian faith. In that endeavor he is to be commended. However, his choice of
medium to achieve that end has proven to be extremely poor. His title is misleading, and he is not consistent in his self-stated method. His locus of attack is purportedly Dunning's book Grace, Faith, and Holiness, yet he conveniently dismisses the bulk of the book to focus on isolated references and citations which he
quickly twists into the object of his ire. He is frequently guilty of the very charges
he levels against Dunning, and on the whole his accusation of anti-Semitism simply does not stick. On the front of hermeneutics, Lodahl dodges most of the passages in the NT that would be most problematic for his views, including Matthew
23, John's entire Gospel, Galatians, most of Romans, Philippians 3, Hebrews and
Acts. He further tends to depreciate the validity of a Christian interpretation of the
OT that is not totally compatible with a Jewish interpretation thereof. In terms of
Christology, he dismisses most of it with such a broad sweep that one is left wondering what Lodahl means by being Christian. In terms of his analysis of general
and special revelation, his inferences and guilt-by-association methods do not
change the balanced approach that Dunning in fact takes. On the front of ecclesiology, Lodahl appears to want to cite Paul, but only selectively. What shape would
the Christian Church take if one were to follow Lodahl's arguments to their logical
conclusions? I suspect that it would resemble a modern Jewish synagogue! For
whatever reasons, Lodahl's promised focus on the issue of prevenient grace never
materialized. Ultimately, Dunning neither devalues nor disparages Judaism; he
writes a Christian theology from a Wesleyan perspective that has absolutely nothing to do with an insensitive remark that John Wesley made about the Jews more
than 200 years ago! One can only hope that in the future, Lodahl will find a more
appropriate stone upon which to grind the axe of his personal agenda.
By all means, Christians and Jews need to dialogue and learn as much as we can
from one another. Samuel Sandmel expressed this very well in the conclusion of
his book, We Jews and Jesus, stating the issue from his perspective as a Jew who
has committed a great deal of his life to dialogue with Christians:
I am not a Christian; I do not share in those convictions which make
Christians of men. Moreover, I am inextricably bound up in my Judaism.
Yet I have no disposition to set the one against the other, and to make
meaningless comparisons. I do not regard Judaism as objectively superior
to Christianity nor Christianity to Judaism. Rather, Judaism is mine, and I
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consider it good, and I am at home in it, and I love it, and want it. That is
how I want Christians to feel about their Christianity . 11
I submit that such a process of dialogue best takes place when both groups recognize our common roots as well as our distinct and particular heritages. Then and
only then can the Jews be Jews and the Christians be Christians, in dialogue together.
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John Wesley and
Eastern Orthodoxy:
Influences, Convergences
and Differences
For Albert C. Outler 1
RANDY L. MADDOX

John Wesley's overall theological orientation has proven to be surprisingly bard
to classify. The debate about his "place" in the Christian tradition began during his
lifetime and has continued through the whole of Wesley scholarship.
Given his Western Christian location, this debate has generally focused on
whether Wesley is more "Protestant" or more "Catholic." Early studies generally
assumed that he was Protestant, but differed over which branch of Protestantism he
more nearly resembled or depended upon. Some argued strongly that he was best
construed in terms of the Lutheran tradition. Others advocated a more Reformed
Wesley. Most assumed that such general designations must be further refined.
Thus, there were readings of Wesley in terms of Lutheran Pietism or Moravianism,
English (Reformed) Puritanism, and the Anninian revision of the Reformed tradition.
Dominantly Protestant readings of Wesley proved lo be inadequate. There were
clearly typical "catholic" themes in his thought and practice. Indeed, there have
been several appreciative readings of Wesley from the Roman Catholic tradition.
These counter-readings of Wesley have increasingly led Wesley scholars to speak
of a Protestant/Catholic synthesis in Wesley's theology.
Such a Protestant/Catholic synthesis should have been expected, given
Wesley' s Anglican affiliation and training-and Anglicanism's self-professed goal
of being a via media. Indeed, some recent Wesley interpreters argue that he was
simply an "Anglican theologian in emest." This reading of Wesley would seem to
be the most adequate so far.
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At the same time, the unique nature of Anglicanism has suggested a related
reading of Wesley that deserves more consideration. F.arly Anglican theologians
did not mediate directly between contemporary Protestantism and Catholicism.
Rather, they called for a recovery of the faith and practice of the first four centuries of the Christian Church. Since this early tradition antedated the later divisions,
they believed its recovery would provide a more authentic mediating position. In
the process of this project they reintroduced an awareness of many early theologi ans, particularly Greek writers, who had been lost from Western Christian consciousness.
Even a cursory reading of Wesley shows that these recovered early Greek theological voices were important to him. This influence is particularly evident in
some of those convictions that have been at the heart of the debate over his distinctive "place." Since these early Greek theologians remain nonnative for the Eastern
Orthodox tradition, the possibility that Wesley should be read in tenns of this tradition, or as a bridge between Eastern and Western Christianity, has begun to receive scattered attention.2 The goal of this essay is to collect and summarize the
suggestions of those contributing to this investigation, thereby increasing general
awareness of this perspective on Wesley 's theology. Hopefully, it will also deepen
the self-awareness of and suggest future research agendas for this discussion.
WESLEY AND GREEK/EASTERN ORTHODOX THEOLOGIANS
It is generally recognized that the first four centuries of Christian tradition
played a significant role in Wesley's theology. What is not as often noted is that he
tended to value the Greek representatives over the Latin. 3 It was a preference he
inherited from his father. It deepened during his Oxford years as he studied newlyavailable editions of patristic writings with his fellow "methodist," John Clayton.
As such, it is not surprising that Greek theologians predominate when Wesley
gives lists of those he admires or recommends for study. Frequently cited were
Basil, Chrysostom, Clement of Alexandria, Clement of Rome, Ephraem Syrus, Ignatius, Irenaeus, Justin Martyr, Origen, Polycarp and (Pseudo-)Macarius. By contrast, references to Augustine, Cyprian and Tertullian were relatively rare. 4
Obviously, one important means for assessing Wesley's indebtedness to and/or
congeniality with the Eastern Orthodox tradition would be detailed studies o f his
use of and agreement with these early Greek fathers. A few such studies have appeared.
For example, K. Steve McConnick has studied Wesley's use of John Chrysostom and argued that it was primarily through Chrysostom that Wesley came to his
distinctive assessment of the Christian life as "faith filled with the energy of
Likewise, Francis Young has drawn attention to the way Chrysostom's and
Wesley's preaching both balance grace and demand, thereby suggesting parallels
in their soteriology. 6
Again, several scholars have suggested that Wesley modeled his tract, The
Character of a Methodist, on Clement of Alexandria's description of the perfect
Christian in the seventh book of his Stromateis, though a detailed comparison has
not yet been made.7
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Macarius was clearly influential on Wesley, being cited by him in such crucial
contexts as the issue of sin remaining in believers.• Thus, it is no surprise that
there have been fruitful comparative studies here-though fewer than one might
expect. These studies have focused on two basic areas. First, there have been brief
positive analyses of the shared synergistic implications of Wesley's doctrine of
prevenient grace and Macarius's general soteriology.9 Second, there have been
more detailed-and strikingly contrasting-comparisons of Macarius and Wesley
on the issue of Christian maturity or ·perfection." David Ford has emphasized the
differences between Wesley and Macarius, arguing that Wesley understood perfection primarily as an identifiable, instantaneously-achieved state, while Macarius
emphasized the tenacious entrenchment of sin in even the most mature Christian
and the constant need to seek God through prayer. 10 Most other studies, while admitting differences of emphasis, have stressed the similarities between Macarius
and Wesley. 11 Overall, the similarities are much stronger than the differences, particularly when one deals with the thought of the mature Wesley (which Outler has
emphasized) and with the full range of Macarius's work (as the best secondary
study has exemplified). 12
If Macarius has received less attention from Wesley scholars than we might expect, it may be partly due to a suggested relationship between him and Gregory of
Nyssa, one of the most important early Greek fathers. In 1954 Werner Jaeger argued that Macarius's ·Great Letter" was dependent upon Gregory's De /nstituto
Christiano.13 If this were true, then it could be argued that when Wesley read
Macarius he was really coming in touch with Gregory,'• of whom we have little
other evidence that Wesley read. However, more recent scholarship has argued
convincingly that the relationship is really the reverse. Gregory took up Macarius's
..Great Letter" and edited it to correct its Messalian tendencies, in order to lead
those attracted lo Messalianism back into the orthodox fold. u
As such, we have little clear evidence of direct historical connection between
Wesley and Gregory. Nonetheless, comparative study of the two remains appropriate since Gregory is such a key figure in early Greek tradition and shares the general outlook of others Wesley did read. Paul Bassett has suggested some comparisons between the two on the specific issue of Christian perfection, as has John
Merritt. 16 Robert Brightman has undertaken a broader comparative study, stressing
common themes rather than historical connection.17 Unfortunately, Brightman
tends lo ·westernize" Gregory too much in his exposition. Future general studies
would be well advised to draw on Gregory scholarship which presents a more
authentic (and more amenable) understanding of Gregory for comparison with
Wesley. 11
While suggestions of comparisons between Wesley and other early Greek writoccasionally surface in Wesley scholarship, there are no extended studies. This
ack is particularly striking, and regrettable, in the case of Ephraem Syrus, who
vas Wesley's favorite such author. 19
While Wesley conceivably could have been familiar with the writings of John
f Damascus, the works of later Byzantine writers like Symeon the New Theolo:an, Nicholas Cabasilas and Gregory Palamas would not have been available to
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him. Again, however, thematic comparisons with these later writers would be appropriate and could cast further light on Wesley's relationship to the general Eastern theological temperament. Examples of such studies include A. M. Allchin's
comparison of Wesley's spirituality and theological approach with that of Symeon
the New Theologian and Craig Blaising's comparison of Wesley's view of the graciously empowered human will with the Eastern understanding of divine energies
and uncreated grace, first fully articulated by Gregory Palamas.20
Finally, it must be admitted that Wesley had little first-hand contact with or
knowledge of contemporaneous Eastern Orthodox traditions. Indeed, the best
claim to direct contact is the perplexing interaction with the purported Greek
bishop Erasmus.21 As a result, despite his sympathies with early Greek theologians, Wesley offered generally negative judgments concerning contemporary Eastern Orthodox life and thought-in keeping with most Western Protestantism,
though perhaps less nuanced than some Anglicans of his day.22
WESLEY AND EASTERN ORTHODOX THEOLOOY
The focus of the preceding section was primarily historical, suggesting possible
contacts between Wesley and Eastern Orthodoxy. We tum now to a more thematic
approach. Recently, a fledgling discussion comparing Methodism and Orthodoxy
has emerged. It began as a subsidiary of the ongoing dialogue between Anglicanism and Orthodoxy and, to date, has largely remained in that setting. 23 Some Methodist participants harbor doubts about the prospects of the comparison.24 However,
A. M. Allchin and Brian Frost have demonstrated important similarities between
the spirituality and theology of John and Charles Wesley and that of Orthodoxy,
thereby suggesting that Methodists are closer to Orthodoxy than they usually suspect.
It would be misleading to term this discussion a "dialogue" between Methodism
and Orthodoxy. Nearly all the extant contributions have been from the side of
Methodism (or Anglicans sympathetic to Methodism). Other than an occasional
passing reference, there have been only two studies of Wesley by an Orthodox representative- David Ford's comparison of Wesley and Macarius and a master's degree thesis by Harold Mayo.2'
For Wesley scholars, the specific importance of this discussion is the light it
throws on his distinctive theological vision. A summary of some similarities and
differences between Wesley and Orthodoxy revealed by this comparative study
should suggest the impact of his study of early Greek theologians upon Wesley's
overall theology.26
The Nature of Theological Activity per se
In general, Christian theology is the attempt to understand, contemplate and live
out the revelation of God in Jesus Christ. One of its most basic questions is where
one locates that revelation. Western Christian traditions have generally debated the
relative priority of Scripture or tradition. The starting point for understanding the
Eastern Orthodox style of theology is to note that they reject any understanding of
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Scripture and tradition as items that can be so separated and contrasted in authority
claims. They hold that tradition and Scripture are in perfect unity. 27
Thus, for Orthodoxy, the question of the sources of theology becomes esscntiaJly that of the sources of tradition. Typically, four such sources are emphasized:
Scripture, the definitions of the ecumenical councils, the liturgical texts, and the
writings of the Fathers.21 From a Western perspective, the most notable aspect of
this description of tradition is the inclusion of liturgical texts. Western theology
has emphasized the councils and endorsed theologians more than liturgies, because
the former can be more easily used as juridical sources than the latter.
Here, however, is a key area where Anglicanism has differed from the rest of
the West. From the beginning, it viewed the doctrinal authority of the Book of
Common Prayer as equal to , if not higher than, its Articles of Religion. Wesley
clearly embraced this belief in the nonnative value of liturgy.29 As such, Wesley·s
understanding of the sources of theology was closer to that of Orthodoxy than
most Western traditions. Ho wever, the re were key differences. First, Wesley
joined the West in affirming more explicitly than the East a ro le for reason and
experience in theological activity. 30 Second, Wesley restricted the authority of tradition to the ftrst four centuries of the Christian Church (and contemporary Anglican standards) in a way that Orthodoxy would never accept.3'
Liturgy·s importance in Orthodox theology is not limited to its role as a source
of tradition. It is also valued as the most authe ntic form of present theological expression. For Eastern Orthodoxy, the model theologian is one who constructs or
inte rprets liturgy.32 While such a role is no t usually as valued in the West, Wesley
is an important exception. He was very concerned to provide his revival movement
with prayer books, liturgies and collections of hymns-all theologically crafted or
edited. 33
This specific emphasis on liturgy is actually an expression of a larger characteristic of Eastern Orthodox theology. In general, it has maintained the early Christian understanding of theology per sc as a practical endeavor, while the Western
traditions have largely adopted the model of theology as a theoretical science. 34
One result of this is that Eastern Orthodox theology has typically maintained a
closer unity between theological learning and spiritual life than the West. A second
result is that they have involved laity more in theological education than the
West.35
It is no accident that John Wesley has also often been praised for maintaining
the relationship between spiritual life and theology, and for involving laity in theological education. His general theological practice can best be described as a return
to the early Christian approach of theology per sc as practical. 36
Thus, it would appear that Wesley·s understanding of the nature of theology
and the style of his o wn theological activity had strong resemblances to those of
Eastern Orthodoxy- with corresponding contrasts to the dominant Western model.
This obviously raises the question of whether the resemblance carried over into
specific doctrinal commitments. 37
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Anthropology
At least since Augustine, the Western and Eastern Christian traditions have operated with significantly different understandings of human nature and the human
problem.31
Western Christians have generally assumed that humans were created in a complete and perfect state-the epitome of all that God wanted them to be. God's
original will was simply that they retain this perfection. However, humans were
created in the Image of God, which included, in particular, an ability for self-determination. Unexplainably, Adam and Eve used this self-determining power to tum
away from God. Thus came the Fall with its devastating effects: the loss of selfdetermination (we are free now only to sin), and the inheritance of the guilt of this
original sin by all human posterity. Since this fallen condition is universal, the
West has a tendency to talk of it as the Mnatural" state of human existence; i.e.,
they base their anthropology primarily on the Fall, emphasizing the guilt and powerlessness of humans apart from God' s grace.
Eastern anthropology differs from the West on nearly every point. First, Eastern
theologians have generally assumed that humanity was originally innocent, but not
complete. We were created with a dynamic nature destined to progres.s in communion with God. 39 This conviction lies behind their typical distinction between
the Mimage of God" and the Mlikeness of God." The Mimage of God" denoted the
universal human potentiality for life in God. The Mlikeness of God" was the realization of that potentiality. Such realization (often called deification) is only possible by participation in divine life and grace. Moreover, it is neither inevitable
nor automatic. Thus, the image of God necessarily includes the aspect of human
freedom, though it centers in the larger category of capacity for communion with
God.40
Like the West, Eastern theology sees the Fall as a result of the human preference to compete with God as God's equal instead of participating in the divine
gifts. However, they understand the results of the Fall differently. First, they reject
the idea of human posterity inheriting the guilt of the Fall; we become guilty only
when we imitate Adam's sin.41 Second, they argue that the primary result of the
Fall was the introduction of death and corruption into human life and its subsequent dominion over humanity.42 Finally, while Orthodoxy clearly believes that the
death and disease thus introduced have so weakened the human intellect and will
that we can no longer hope to attain the likeness of God, they do not hold that the
Fall deprived us of all grace, or of the responsibility for responding to God' s offer
of restored communion in Christ.43 That is, the distinctive Orthodox affirmation of
cooperation in divine/human interactions remains even after the Fall.44 In this
sense, the East ultimately bases its anthropology more on Creation than on the
Fall.
When we turn to Wesley, we find an intriguing blend of elements from Eastern
and Western anthropology. To begin with, Wesley assumed the Western view that
humanity was originally in a state of complete perfection!' Indeed, he argued that
this had been the universal Christian position.46 And yet, Wesley scholars have
also discerned a deep-seated conviction in Wesley that humans are beings Min
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process" and that God does not implant holiness in us instantaneously.47 The latter
conviction is clearly present in Wesley, but relates to growth in godliness and holiness after the Fall. He frequently stressed that such growth is gradual and lifelong,
even if there are important instantaneous changes as part of it.•• He even suggested
that growth in grace will continue through all eternity.•' Importantly, he drew on
Eastern sources to warrant this stress on gradual growth.'°
In this light, it is not surprising that Wesley's
of the image of God
shows strong resemblances to that of the Eastern tradition. In particular, he made a
distinction between the "natural image of God" and the "moral image of God" that
functioned analogously to that between the image and the likeness of God." The
natural image of God is es.5entially the capacity for knowing, loving and obeying
God. Th05C who do so love and obey God express the true holiness characteristic
of the moral image. ' 2
When we turn to his understanding of the effects of the Fall, the mixed influences on Wesley are m05t evident. On the one hand, be affinned that all human
posterity inherits the guilt of Adam's sin. 33 On the other hand, his primary concern
was bow the Fall introduced spiritual corruption into human life. He suggested ties
between the introduction of human mortality at the Fall and this spiritual corruption, thereby approaching the Eastern understanding of the
Again, Wesley adopted the Western proclivity to term the guilty, powerless
condition of fallen humanity our "natural" state." And yet, he was quick to add
that no one actually exists in a state of ·mere nature," wtless they have quenched
the Spirit. 36 At issue here is Wesley's affirmation of a gift of prevenient grace to
all fallen humanity. This grace removes the guilt inherited from Adam and re-empowers the human capacity to respond freely to God's offer of forgiving and transforming grace." Importantly, Wesley's actual sources for this idea lay more in
early Greek theology (especially Macarius) than in Arminius." This distinctive
wedding of the doctrines of original sin and prevenient grace allowed Wesley to
emphasize the former as strongly as anyone in the West, yet hold an overall estimation of the human condition much like that of Eastern Orthodoxy."

Christology
Both Eastern and Western Christianity endorse the general Christological
guidelines of the early ecumenical councils. Within these parameters, however,
they have developed distinctive emphases correlating to their differing anthropologies.
The Western understanding of the human problem was primarily juridical, emphasizing the guilt of sin and our inability to atone for ourselves. Accordingly, the
focal truths about Christ became th05C that center around the Atonement. For example, the West has generally been more concerned than the East to maintain the
distinctness of the two natures (divine and human) in Christ- since contact with
both "parties" is essential to the Atonement. Likewise, the death of Christ has generally been viewed as the central point of his mission. Explanations of the import
of this death could differ: it might satisfy God's wrath; or, it might fulfill the law;
or, it might demonstrate God's forgiveness to us. Whatever the explanation,
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Christ's death remained central. By contrast, F.astern Orthodoxy places the emphasis more on the fact of the Incarnation per se. This corresponds to their judgment
that the essential human need is to develop the likenes.5 of God in our lives and
that we cannot do this without the gracious assistance of God. The Incarnation is
seen as the condescending act by which "God became like us so that we might become like
Orthodoxy has generally assumed that the Incarnation would have been necessary even if there had been no Fall. The Fall accented this need because of its introduction of mortality and corruption into human life. The Fall also necessitated
the death of Christ. However, this was not a juridical necessity of dealing with
guilt. Rather, if Christ was to identify fully with and reclaim human nature, then he
must identify with human mortality. He must "recapitulate" the whole of the human state, and thereby redeem it-making it capable of "deification."6 1
The focus on Christ's recapitulation and deification of human nature underlies
the distinctive Orthodox interpretation of the person of Christ. They affirm the
creedal definition of the two natures. However, drawing on the Greek notion of
"participation," they emphasize the interpenetration of the two natures. To Western observers, this interpenetration has often appeared to reach the point of Monophysitism-i.e., the divine nature "swallowing up" the human nature. Orthodox
theologians have vigorously denied such an implication. However, they have admitted that Byzantine Christology has generally been uncomfortable with such apparent human properties in Christ as the lack of omniscience.62
Finally, if Western Christianity has tended to emphasize the crucified Christ,
F.astcm Christianity has placed more emphasis on Christ as the resurrected and ascended King. In these events of resurrection and ascension are epitomi7,ed the
transformation and exaltation of human nature made possible by Christ.63
Like his anthropology, Wesley's Christology contains a mixture of Western and
F.astcm elements.64 Clearly, the dominant motif in both his and Charles's understanding of the Atonement is that of satisfying divine justice.6' However, hints of a
"recapitulation" model, with its emphasis that Christ became human so that we
might be delivered from corruption and sin and restored to God-likeness, can be
found in their work. 66 Indeed, there is some attempt to fuse the two understandings. 6'
Likewise, while it is clear that the death of Christ has central importance to
Wesley, he gave more emphasis to the resurrected Christ as lord and king than was
typical of eighteenth-century Western theology.61 Finally, the recognition of F.astem influences on Wesley's Christology may help explain his similar emphasis on
the divine nature of Christ, almost to the absorption of the human nature. 69
Pneumatology and the Nature of Grace
If Christology answers the question of how God has acted to provide for human
need, pneumatology deals with how the provisions won by Christ are effectively
communicated to fallen humanity. As such, understandings of pneumatology are
closely connected with the general topic of grace. Indeed, the doctrine of the Holy
Spirit has, until recently, been nearly reduced to the doctrine of grace in both F.ast-
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em and Western Christianity. There has been little independent theological reflection upon the Holy Spirit per se beyond the basic creedal affirmations of the
Spirit's divinity and cotlllCCtion with the other members of the Trinity. 70
1be characteristic Western concern to preserve the distinction between the divine and the human carries over into their Wlderstandings of the Holy Spirit and
grace. While accepting the general assumption that the Holy Spirit's central role is
that of dispensing grace, they have emphasized the difference between the Spirit as
Giver and grace as gift.
Protestants have typically understood grace to be primarily God's extrinsic act
of forgiveness. If they include the notion of power for obedient life, it is typically
understood as a Msupcrnatural" power that irresistibly refonns human nature. For
Catholics, the role of grace bestowing power upon sinful humanity, enabling us to
recover God-likeness and, thereby, God's acceptance, has been the dominant motif. They have generally assumed this power to be more cooperant than most Protestants. However, they are equally as clear that this power is a product of the Holy
Spirit (created grace), not the Holy Spirit per se.71
Characteristically, Orthodoxy has rejected the antinomy between Mgrace" and
Mnature" common in the West. They understand grace as empowering capacities
already resident (though corrupted) in human life. While grace enables a realization of God-likeness that we could not achieve on our own, it does not act irresistibly or extrinsic of our cooperation. In contrast with the Western distinction between the Spirit and grace, Orthodoxy views grace as the actual, though not exhaustive, presence of God's Spirit (un-created grace), rejuvenating human life. 72
Overall, Orthodoxy has retained a more dynamic understanding of the Holy
Spirit and the Spirit's work in human life than that which developed in the West.
This Eastern understanding of the Spirit has received favorable attention in the renewed consideration of pneumatology in the West.73 Among the important stimuli
for this renewed consideration are the Holiness and Pentecostal Movements. Since
these movements trace their roots back to Wesley, the possibility of similarities
with Orthodoxy is again suggested. There is good warrant for such a suggestion.
The similarity of Wesley's understanding of responsible grace"74 with Orthodoxy's affirmation of the cooperant nature of grace is frequently noted. 75 Actually,
the commonality is much broader. Wesley clearly believed that grace involved
more than mere pardon. It was the transfonning power of God in human life.76
Moreover, he connected grace closely with the presence of the Holy Spirit in human life.n This explains why recent Wesley scholarship has found the Eastern notion of Muncreated grace" uniquely amenable to Wesley's understanding of grace.71

The Trinity and the Spirit
The more dynamic understanding of the Spirit in Eastern Orthodoxy is mirrored
in the widely-recognized distinction between Eastern and Western approaches to
the doctrine of the Trinity. While both traditions stand within the basic confessional boundaries, the Eastern tradition has emphasized the distinctness of the
Mpersons" of the Trinity, while the West has emphasized the unity. Thereby, the
East has verged on tri-theism while the West has stood in danger of Unitarianism
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or Sabellianism.79
This difference between East and West has found its most controversial expression in the West's unilateral addition of the filioque to the Nicene Creed. Obviously, issues of papal authority are involved in this debate. However, pneumatological issues are also at stake. The East has charged that the filioque expresses a
characteristic Western domestication and subordination of the Spirit, while the
West has feared that the rejection of the jilioque renders the Spirit overly independent from the definitive revelation of Christ. It is doubtful that either charge is
fully justified. Hopefully, an ecumenical affirmation that both preserves the distinctness and importance of the Holy Spirit and makes clear that the Spirit is the
Spirit of Christ will emerge from current dialogues. 10
On the surface, Wesley would appear to stand with the West in these debates.
While he never discussed thejilioque, he clearly ascribed to it-retaining the relevant Anglican article (number four) in the Methodist Articles of Faith. 11 On the
other hand, his understanding of the Holy Spirit and the Spirit's relation to Christ
was somewhat more dynamic than Western precedents. Thus, one could plausibly
argue that Wesley was closer to the Eastern tradition on this point than he realized.12 Likewise, Wesley's interest in the distinct operations of the Mpersons" could
be viewed as sympathetic to the Eastern approach to understanding the Trinity.13

General Soterioloqy
The characteristic emphases distinguishing East and West naturally carry over
into their general understandings of soteriology. The West focuses on the issue of
forgiveness for guilt. Thus, its most central soteriological images are juridical. By
contrast, the East focuses on the issue of healing the corruption of human nature
resulting from sin. Its most central images are therapeutic. The two approaches are
not mutually exclusive. However, the emphases are detenninative. The concern of
the other tradition is subsumed under each dominant approach.14
The West's focus on forgiveness results in the doctrine of justification assuming primary importance. This is not to say that Western traditions totally ignore
growth in Christ-likeness (sanctification), only that such growth is expected or appealed to within the context of justification. A good example is the traditional
Catholic emphasis on infused grace. It may appear to overthrow the doctrine of
justification. However, its purpose was to explain how a just God could declare
sinners justified. Thus, the major distinctions in Western soteriology are not over
the centrality of the issue of justification, but over how best to understand the conditions, process and implications of justification. Different emphases in answering
these questions naturally lead to differing degrees of tension with the alternative
approach of Eastern Christianity.15
The East's answer to the question of how God could accept fallen humanity is
simple-by condescending love. They have not felt it necessary to elaborate this
point.16 Rather, they have dealt with the question of how fallen humanity can recover their spiritual health and the likeness of God. Their answer has centered on
the need for responsible human participation in the divine life, through the means
that God has graciously provided. 17 Western observers have characteristically con-
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strued this answer as a form of works-righteousness. However, Eastern theologians
insist that the question of meriting God's acceptance is not at issue. They are simply recognizing that participation in God's freely-bestowed grace empowers humans for responsible cooperation. 11
On the issues of soteriology, Wesley once again offers an intriguing blend of
Eastern and Western emphases. On the one hand, after 1738, he consistently advocated the doctrine of justification by faith, often by appeals to the Anglican standards of doctrine.19 On the other hand, therapeutic metaphors and emphases pervade his works- arguably outweighing forensic ones. 90 Indeed, his characteristic
definition of salvation has a remarkably "Eastern" tone:
By salvation, I mean, not barely (according to the vulgar notion)
deliverance from hell, or going to heaven, but a present deliverance from
sin, a restoration of the soul to its primitive health, its original purity; a
recovery of the divine nature; the renewal of our souls after the image of
God in righteousness and true holiness, in justice, mercy, and truth.91
Wesley's dominant therapeutic interest ultimately led him to center soteriology
on sanctification rather than justification.92 However, he did not totally abandon
the Western concern for justification. Indeed, he argued that we cannot be delivered from the power of sin until we arc first delivered from the guilt of sin.93 This
attempt to unite the "pardon" and "participation" motifs has been judged by some
as Wesley's greatest contribution to ecumenical dialogue.94 A similar blending has
been praised in his brother Charles. 9' As might be expected, it has also been judged
by some Western observers as dangerously close to the type o f works-righteousness they fear in Orthodoxy. 96

Sanctification/Deification
Perhaps the closest resemblance between Orthodoxy and Wesley lies in the articulation o f their respective doctrines of deification and sanctification. The Orthodox doctrine of deification has often been misunderstood by the West.9 7 It is not an
affirmation of pantheistic identity between God and humanity, but of a participation, through grace, in the divine life. This participation renews humanity and progressively transfigures us into the image of Christ.91 Analogously, Wesley's affirmation of entire sanctification is not a claim that humans can embody the faultless perfection of God in this life, but a confidence that God's grace can progressively deliver us from the power of sin-if not from creatureliness. 99 For both
Wesley and Orthodoxy, the transformation desired is more than external conformity to law. It is a re newal of the heart in love-love of God and love of others. 100
Mo reover, they agree that such transformation is for all Christians, not merely a
monastic or spiritual elite. 101
What is m05t characteristic of and common between Wesley and Orthodoxy is
their conviction that Christ-likeness is not simply infused in believers instantane)usly. It is developed progressively through a responsible appropriation of the
which God provides. •02 Spiritual disciplines are essential to this process of
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growth. There is no room for quietism. 103
Af. a corollary of the progressive nature of salvation, both Orthodoxy and
Wesley construe Christian life as a continuwn of stages, from novice to the mature
(te/eioi). 1°' Not only can Christians experience a beginning transformation in this
life, they can hope lo attain a perfect expression of Christ-likeness. However, this
is a distinctly Greek "perfection" (teleios). While available to all, it is not quickly
or easily attained. Moreover, it is not a static absolute perfection, but one appropriate to the present hwnan situation and continually open to more growth.'°' Af.
such, while clearly affirming its pa<>Sible attainment, a primary concern is to insure
that neither despair over lack of attainment nor preswnption due to believed attainment will undercut the continual responsibility for further growth. Indeed, even the
claim of pa<>Sible attainment is justified by the incentive it gives for further
growth. 106
The extensive commonalities between Wesley and Orthodoxy on issues of sanctification surely warrant the claim that the final form of Wesley's doctrine is heavily indebted to the early Greek theologians that he read. 107 This is not to deny that
other Western voices echo some of these points and also contributed to Wesley.
Nor is it to deny that Wesley differs from some aspects of the Orthodox understanding of deification.
For example, without lessening the moral aspects of deification, Orthodoxy also
stressed the mystical aspects of the "vision of divine light."'°' John Wesley had
become increasingly uncomfortable with any such mystical emphasis. However,
his brother Charles was more open, and bears a stronger resemblance to the East
on this matter. 109 Again, the Eastern association of mortality with spiritual corruption inclined them to view deification as including not just spiritual but bodily
transformation in this life. Wesley clearly asswned that the latter would be available only in the next life. 110
Sacramental Spirituality
One further characteristic of the Eastern understanding of deification through
the uncreated grace of God is that this grace is mediated sacramcntally. Indeed, it
is not uncommon for them to orient their discussion of sanctification around the
major sacraments. 111
Western Christian traditions divide over the issue of the centrality or indispensability of sacraments to spirituality. The Anglican tradition was among the more
sacramental. Even so, Wesley's stress on the importance of the Eucharist for
Christian life was uncharacteristically strong. 112 That this emphasis owed something to Eastern influence is suggested by issues of sacramental doctrine where he
resembles Orthodoxy, against the West.
Wesley agreed with those Western traditions that believed the faithful communicant actually received grace through the Eucharist. However, like the East, he rejected philosophical attempts to explain this reality. Rather, he stressed the role of
the Spirit, retrieving the Eastern practice of an invocation of the Spirit upon the
elements and the congregation. 113
The Eastern understanding of baptism differed significantly from that of the
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West. While they practiced infant baptism, they obviously rejected the Western assumption that the purpose of such was forgiveness of inherited guilt. Rather, they
stressed that infant baptism restores a power of life to the baptized, who then commences the growth in Christ-likeness. It does not immediately remove all corruption, but restores the participation in God's grace through which progressive deliverance can come. Like all grace, the grace of baptism is cooperant. As such, baptism alone is not a guarantee of salvation. 114
The subject of Wesley's understanding of baptism is complex and controversial.'" Early on, he strongly defended infant baptism. Over time, he became increasingly uncomfortable with the popular presumption that one's baptism as an
infant absolved all future guilt. In addition, his mature conviction that prevenient
grace removes the guilt of original sin undercut the traditional Western rationale
for infant baptism.' 16 As such, in his later writing and editing, he appears to abandon the idea that infant baptism is concerned with forgiveness of sins. He does not
surrender, however, the conviction that baptism conveys spiritual vitality to the infant; nor the belief that this grace can be ·sinned away."
Wesley's mature convictions about baptism are hardly fonnalized into a .. position." Still, their similarity to the Eastern understanding of baptism is striking.
Likewise, his eventual rejection of the Anglican practice of a separate rite of confmnation approximated, intentionally or not, the Orthodox pattern of initiation.' 17
While significant differences remain and conscious imitation is doubtful, Wesley's
exposure to the Eastern alternative through study of early Greek theologians must
again be taken into account.

Nature of the Church
On first reflection, similarities between Wesley and Orthodoxy regarding the
nature of the Church seem doubtful. Orthodoxy is known for its emphasis on the
nonnativity and importance of the traditional fonn of the Church, while Wesley
was willing, when necessary, to adapt or ignore traditional fonns for the sake of
witness and mission.'"
However, Orthodoxy is also known for its encouragement of lay ministries and
for defining the essence of the Church as sobornost (community, togetherness).
Both of these emphases were also characteristic of Wesley's practice and teaching
about the Church, as has been frequently noted in the recent discussions. 119
IMPLICATIONS
Hopefully the preceding survey has demonstrated that Wesley's appreciation
for early Greek theologians resulted in his appropriation of several distinctive
Eastern Orthodox theological convictions. The presence of these convictions, and
their tension with corresponding Western views, helps explain why the various attempts to .. locate" or explain Wesley solely within the Western theological spectrum have lacked consensus and persuasion. It also raises an important question:
.. How should Wesley's resulting theological blend be judged?" Answers to this
question will depend largely on one's assumptions about the compatibility of the
general Eastern and Western viewpoints.
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If one views East and West as incompatible competitors, Wesley's fortunes are
dim. His Western defenders would either have to argue that the resemblances to
Orthcxloxy are only accidental or try to accommcxlate them to the Western perspective.120 By contrast, Orthcxlox theologians would see him as one imperfectly
converted .to the true faith.121
If one adopts the recently-suggested notion of the "complementarity" of East
and West,'22 the results are no better. This mcxlel assumes that there are equally
legitimate alternative ways of explaining the same phenomena, which neither conflict with nor overlap each other because they function on different levels. On this
assumption, Wesley made a fatal mistake in trying to integrate them. He should
have left each with its own integrity.
The other possible major assumption is that both the Eastern and Western theological traditions embody important, but partial, truths. From such a perspective,
Wesley's theological program might be judged more positively. At the least, he
could be honored as an eclectic who gathered disparate truths whcreever he found
them. More ambitiously, some have advanced the claim that he has forged a
unique synthesis of these two major Christian traditions. 123 If this latter claim is
true, then Wesley's theology holds truly ecumenical promise. Such a possibility
surely warrants continuing the current discussion.
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44. Cf. Meyendorff, BY'l.flntine Theology, pp. 138- 139; Meyendorff, Christ in Eastern
Thought, pp. 93-5; and Ware, Orthodox Church, p. 226.
45. Cf. Sermon 60, Mlbe General Deliverance," §1.2 (BE, 2:439). Ro bin Scroggs argues
that Wesley's Note on Rom. 5:21 suggests the contrary, but he appears to read too much
into this one reference (Scroggs, Mlohn Wesley as a Biblical Scholar," J ournal of Bible and
Religion 28 [1960]:415-422). Indeed, Wesley extended perfection to the rest of creation as
well. Cf. Sermon 56, MGod's Approbation of His Works," §1.2-6 (BE, 2:389-391).
46. Cf. his reaction to Dr. Taylor' s suggestion that Adam was not created perfect in MThe
Doctrine of Original Sin," Pt. 2, §3 (Jackson, 9:291-2).
47. One of the clearest examples is Mildred Wynkoop, A Theology of Love: The Dynamic
of Wesleyanism (Kansas City: Beacon Hill, 1972), pp. 70, 81.
48. Cf. MP!ain Accowit of Christian Perfection," §26 (Jackson, 11:442).
49. Ibid, Q. 29 (Jackson, 11 :426). This statement dates from 1763. In 1756 he had
commented that the cure to sin must be completed at least in paradise, it cannot wait for
heaven (letter to James Hervey, 10/15/1756 [Letters, 3:380]).
50. Cf. Sermon 43, Mlbe Scripture Way of Salvation," §1.7 (BE, 2:159).
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51. Cf. Sermon 45, MThe New Birth," §1.1 (BE, 2:188). This distinction and its precedents
in early Greek theologiaM bas been explored by Egon Walter Gerdes, MJohn Wesley's
Lehre von der Gottesebendbildlichkeit des Menschen" (Keil University Ph.D. thesis, 1958),
esp. pp. 10-15.
52. Cf. Sermon 60, MThe General Deliverance," § 1.2 (BE, 2:439); and Sermon 62, MThe
End of Christ's Coming," §1.7 (BE, 2:475).
53. On this point compare Lindst.rOm, Wesley and Sanctification, pp. 34-35; and Blaising,
MWesley's Doctrine of Original Sin," pp. 206ff.
54. 1bough there are occasional suggestions that the death incumbent upon Adam 's sin
was only spiritual death (cf. Sermon 45, MThe New Birth," § 1.3 [BE, 2: 190]), Wesley
generally ascribes the traMition to mortality and death to the Fall as well (Cf. Conference
Minutes, 6/25/1744 [JW, pp. 138-139]; and MThe Doctrine of Original Sin," Pt. 2, §1.5
[Jackson, 9:243]). He even speculates about the process of this increasing mortality and
resulting spiritual corruption-a type of Mhardening of the arteries!" (Cf. Sermon 141 , "The
Image of God," §2. l [BE, 4:246-247]; rewritten as Sermon 57, MOn the Fall of Man," §2.5
[BE, 2:407-4-08]). The main point is that he then attributes the shortcomings of even the
most perfect redeemed activity to the corruptions resulting from the Fall (e.g., Sermon 129,
"Heavenly Treasure in Earthly Vessels," §2.l [BE, 4:165]).

55. Cf. Sermon 45, "The New Birth," §2.4 (BE, 2:192); and Sermon 54, MOn Eternity,"
§ 16 (BE, 2:367).
56. Sermon 85, "On Working Out Our Own Salvation," §3.4 (BE, 3 :207).
57. Cf. John C. Cho, "Adam's Fall and God's Grace: John Wesley's Theological
Anthropology;· Evangelical Review of Theology 10 ( 1986):202-2 13.
58. Cf. David Eaton, MAnninianism in the Theology of John Wesley" (Drew University
Ph.D . thesis, 1988), pp. 222ff; Outler, "Wesley's Interest in Early Fathers," p. 12; and
Charles Rogers, "The Concept of Prevenient Grace in the Theology of John Wesley" (Duke
University Ph.D. thesis, 1967), p. 29, note 1. See also Meyendorffs description of the same
basic notion in Gregory of Nys.sa (Catholicity, p. 22).
59. Cf. the judgments of Blaising, "Original Sin," p. 270; and Frost, Living in Tension,
p. 45.

60. Cf. Mantzaridis, Deification, p. 30; and Meyendorff, Catholicity, p. 21.
61. Cf. George Cronk, The Message of the Bible: An Orthodox Perspective (Crestwood,
NY: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1982), p. 37; and Meyendorff, Christ in Eastern
Thought, p. 88.
62. For the best extended current Orthodox treatment of these issues, see Meyendorff,
Christ in Eastern Thought, esp. pp. 64-65, 128, 163ff.
63. Cf. Cronk, Message, p. 41 ; and Lossky, Orthodox Theology, p. 116.
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64. This is shown most clearly in Craig B. Gallaway, · Tue Presence of Christ with the
Worshipping Community: A Study in the Hymns of John and Charles Wesley" (Emory
University Ph.D. thesis, 1988), esp. pp. 106ff.
65. Cf. John R. Renshaw, •Tue Atonement in the Theology of John and Charles Wesley"
(Bo.ston University Ph.D. thesis, 1965), esp. pp. 123, 138; and John R. Tyson, •Charles
Wesley's 'Theology of Redemption," Wesleyan Theological Journal 20.2 (1985):7-28.
66. Wesley's NT Note on Luke 2:43 claims ·our Lord passed through and sanctified every
stage of hwnan life." Note also how he describes Christ's destroying of the works of the
devil with a focus on present delivery from sinfulness, rather than on the Cross (Sermon 62,
·The End of Christ's Coming," §3.1-4 (BE, 2:480-482). This theme can be found as well in
Charles's ·Hymns for the Nativity," especially hymn #5, vs. 5 (PW, 4: 110) and hymn #8,
vs. 5 (PW, 4: 114). Cf. The judgments of Renshaw, •Atonement," p. 222; and Tyson,
•Redemption," p. 17.
67. Cf. NT Notes, Col. 1: 14-·The voluntary passion ofour Lord appeased the Father's
wrath, obtained pardon and acceptance for us, and consequently, dissolved the dominion
and power which Satan had over us through our sins. So that forgiveness is the beginning of
redemption. .." [emphasis added].

68. Cf, Renshaw,· Atonement," pp. 234ff. On this point, Brian Frost would appear to go
too far in claiming that Wesley relegates the crucified Christ to the background. However,
his suggestion of a heightened emphasis on the resurrected Lord is on target. (Frost, Living
in Tension, p. 41 ). As such, John Deschner is correct to suggest that a deeper realization of
the Eastern Orthodox roots of Wesley 's thought calls in question his previous argument that
Wesley's Christology is oriented around Christ's priestly work (Deschner, •Foreword," in
reprint of Wesley 's Christology: An Interpretation [Dallas: Southern Methodist University
Press, 1985], p. ix)

69. Cf, Deschner, Wesley's Christology, pp. 28-32; and Cutler's comment in BE, I :470,
note f. Note also Roberta Bondi 's conclusion that there is no necessary conflict between
Wesley's Christology and that of the non-Chalcedonian East (Bondi, ·The Meeting of
Oriental Orthodoxy and United Methodism," in Christ in East and West, ed. P. Fries and T.
Nersoyan [Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1987], p. 171- 184).
70. The best recent survey and analysis of the development of the doctrine of the Holy
Spirit is Yves M. J. Congar, I Believe in the Holy Spirit, 3 vols. (New York: Seabury,
1983).
71. Fo r a dialogue between Catholics, Protestants and Orthodox on the subject of grace,

sec C . Moeller and G . Philips, The Theology of Grace and the Oecumenical Movement
(London: A. R. Mowbray and Co, 1961). This book is summarized extensively in E. L .
Mascall, ·orace and Nature in East and West," Church Quarterly Review 164 (1963):181198. An older, but still helpful, collection is N. P. Williams, The Grace of God (London:
Longmans, 1930).
72. For Orthodox reflections on grace and the related Palamite distinction between God 's
essence and God's energies, see Vladimir Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern
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Church (London: James Clark and Co, 1957), pp. 162ff; Meyendorff, Catholicity, p. 73;
Meyendorff, Christ in Eastern Thought, p. 87; and Meyendorff, Living Tradition, p. 172.
Cf. Roland Zimany, MGrace, Deification and Sanctification: East and West," Dialwnia 12
(1977): 121-144.
73. For an analysis of one example-Karl Rabner-see Gerry Russo, MRahner and
Palamas: A Unity of Grace," St. Vladimir's Theological Quarterly 32 ( 1988): I 57-180.
74. On this term and its characterii.ation of Wesley's thought in general, see Randy L.
Maddox, MRespomible Grace: 1be Systematic Perspective of Wesleyan lbeology,"
Wesleyan Theological Journal 19.2 (1984):7-22.
75. Cf. Frost, Living in Tension, p. 18; Mayo, MWesley and the Christian F.ast," p. 20; and
Outler, MWesley's Interest in the Early Fathers," p. 15.
76. This has been demonstrated (in contrast with Calvin) by Robert J. Hillman, MGrace in
the Preaching of Calvin and Wesley: A Comparative Study" (Fuller lbeological Seminary
Ph.D. thesis, 1978). See also, Robert Rakestraw, Mlbe Concept of Grace in the Ethics of
John Wesley" (Drew University Ph.D. thesis, 1985). Rakestraw emphasizes the F.astem
roots of Wesley's Wlderstanding of grace (pp. 88ft).
77. Cf. 1bomas Lessman, Rolle und Bedeutung des Helligen Geistes in der Theologie John
Wesleys (Stuttgart: Christliches Verlaghaus, 1987), pp. l lff. Rakestraw points to Macarius
as an important source of this equation in Wesley (MConcept of Grace," p. 102).
78. 1be most extended discussions are Blaising, MWesley's Doctrine of Original Sin,"
pp. 242ff; and Daniel I. Luby, Mlbe Perceptibility of Grace in the lbeology of John
Wesley" (Pontificia Studionun Universitas A.S. 1bomas Aquinas in Urbe Ph.D. thesis,
1984), pp. 129ff.
79. For a general reflection on the two orientations, see Congar, Holy Spirit, vol. 3, esp. pp.
xvff. For a particularly striking Orthodox reflection, stressing the communal nature of God,
see John D. Zizioulas, Being as Communion (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir's Press, 1985),
p. 17.
80. 1be strongest F.astern critique of the filioque has come from Vladimir Lossky (cf.
Mystical Theology, pp. 67ff). For a respome to Lossky and a survey of the current discussions, see Congar, Holy Spirit, vol. 3.
81. See also his NT Note on John 15:16.
82. Cf. the argument of Donald Dayton, MPneumatological Issues in the Holiness Movement," in Spirit of Truth: Ecumenical Perspectives on the Holy Spirit, ed. T. Stylianopoulos
and S. Mark Heim (Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 1986), pp.131 - 157, esp.
p. 139. 1be contrary argument of William Cannon (The Theology ofJohn Wesley [New
York: Abingdon-Cokesbury, 1946], pp. 441-444) appears to confuse the positions of the
F.ast and West!
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83. Cf. Lycurgus Starkey, The Work of the Holy Spirit: A Study in Wesleyan Theology (New
York: Abingdon, 1962), p. 31. Contrast Thomas W. Pillow, MJohn Wesley's Doctrine of the
Trinity," The Cumberland Seminarian 24 (1986):1-10, esp. p. 7. In Starkey's favor would
be Wesley's strong denial of the attempt to define the Trinity as a matter of offices rather
than persons (Letter to Miss March, 8/3/1771 [Letters, 5:270]).
84. For further characterization of the two approaches, see Outler, Mlbe Place of Wesley in
the Christian Tradition," in The Place of Wesley in the Christian Tradition, ed. K. A. Rowe
(Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow, 1976), pp. 11-38, esp. pp. 29-30.
85. Lutheranism, with its strong emphasis on ju&ification by faith (and resulting smpicion.s
about talk of growth in holiness) bas fowxl the Eastern emphasis m05t foreign. However,
there are still possible points of contact (see: Jouko Martikainen, MMan's Salvation:
Deification or Jmtification?" Sobornost 7 .3 [ 1976): 180-192).
86. For one of the m05t developed Eastern treatments of the issue of jmtification, see
Dumitru Staniloae, Orthodaxe Dogmatik (Zfuich: Benziger Verlag, 1985), 1:233ff.
87. Cf. the graphic distinction between East and West in Meyendorff, Byzantine Theology,
p. 146.
88. Cf. especially L05sky, Mystical Theology, pp. 197-198.
89. Note particularly MSome Remarks on 'A Defeme of the Preface to the F.dinburgh
Edition of Aspasio Vindicated,'" §3 (Jackson, 10:349); and MA Farther Appeal to Men of
Reason and Religion," Pt. 1, §2.4 (BE, 11 :111).
90. Cf. the judgment of Dayton, MPnewnatological Issues," p. 251 and Outler in BE, 1:80.
For some representative examples, see Sermon 44, MOriginal Sin," §3.3 (BE, 2:184);
Sermon 48, MSelf-Denial," §1.10 (BE, 2:244-245); and Sermon 95, MOn the &lucation of
Children," §4ff (BE, 3:349ft).
91. MA Farther Appeal," Pt. l, § 1.3 (BE, 11 : 106). See also the Conference minutes for 6/25/
1744, Q. 16 (JW, p. 139). Cf. the affirmation of Wesley's essentially Eastern soteriology by
Luby, MPerceptibility of Grace," p. 143, note 194; and Outler, MWesley's Interest in F.arly
Fathers," p. 10.
92. Cf. Deschner, Wesley's Christology, p. 185; and Williams, Wesley 's Theology Today ,
p. 100.
93. NT Notes, 1 Pet 2:24. Cf. Sermon 57, MOn the Fall of Man," §2.8 (BE, 2:410).
94. See, for example, Outler, MPlace of Wesley," p. 30.
95. Cf. Allchin, Participation, p. 33; Frost, Living in Tension, pp. 38ff; and John Tyson,
Charles Wesley On Sanctification (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1986), pp. 57-70.
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96. See example, George Tavard, Justification: An Ecumenical Study (New Yodc Paulist,
1983), pp. 84ff. For a defense of Wesley (and Orthodoxy), see McCormick, -wesley's Use
of Chryso.stom," esp. p. 280.
97. For a typical example of such misunderstanding, see: Ben Drewery, -Deification," in
Christian Spirituality: &says in Honour of Gordon Rupp (London: SCM, 1975), pp. 35-62.
Two particularly helpful articulations of deification are Mawice F. Himmerich, -Deification in John of Damascus" (Marquette University Ph.D. thesis, 1985); and Robert G.
Stephanopoulos, -The Orthodox Doctrine ofTheosis," in The New Man, ed. I. Meyendorff
and J. McLelland (New York: Agora Books, 1973), pp. 149-161.
98. See: A Monk, Orthodox Spirituality, p. 22; and Stepha.nopoulos, -Theosis," pp. 151152.
99. The best general analysis of Wesley's doctrine of perfection is Lindstrom, Wesley and

Sanctification.
100. Cf. Mayo, "Wesley and the Christian East," p. 34; and Ware, Orthodox Church,
p. 241. For the centrality of Jove in Wesley's understanding of sanctification, see Wynkoop,

Theology of Love.
101. Cf. Allchin, "Our Life in Christ," p. 65; and Ware, Orthodox Church, p. 240.
102. Cf. Mayo, "Wesley and the Christian East," p. 38; and Outler (JW), pp. 30-31.
103. Cf. Stephanopoulos, "Theosis," esp. pp. 150, 159; and Ware, Orthodox Church, p. 241.
The best analysis of W esley's emphasis on spiritual disciplines for growth in Christlikeness is Henry H. Knight, -The Presence of Christ in the Christian Life: A Contemporary
Understanding of Wesley's Means of Grace" (Emory University Ph.D. thesis, 1988).
104. Cf. Outler, "Wesley's Interest in Early Fathers," pp. 14- 15. Compare the stages of a
Monk of the Eastern Church (Orthodox Spirituality, p. 36) to those of Wesley (Sermon 40,
"Christian Perfection," §2.1 [BE, 2: 105); and Letter to William Law, 1/6/1756 [Letters
3:360)).
105. Cf. Meyendorff, Byzantine Theology, p. 176; A. Outler, -Towards a Re-appraisal of
John Wesley as a Theologian," Perkins Journal 14 (1961):5-14, esp. pp. 12-13; and Ware,
Orthodox Church, p. 240.
106. Fo r Wesley, note Sermon 42, "On Satan's Devices," §2.5 (BE, 2:150); Sermon 43,

"The Scripture Way of Salvation," §3.12 (BE, 2: 167); Letter to 'John Smith,· 6/25/1746
(BE, 26:202); and Letter to John Mason, 1/10/1774 (Letters, 6:66). Simon Tugwell,
"Evagrius and Macarius," in The Study of Spirituality, ed. C. Jones and G . Wainwright
(London: SPCK, 1986), pp. 168- 175, here pp. 173- 174.
107. E.g., D. Marselle Moore, "Development in Wesley's Thought on Sanctification and
Perfection," Wesleyan Theological Journal 20.2 (1985):29-53, esp. pp. 33-34.
108. Lossky, Mystical Theology, p. 209; and Mantzaridis, Deification, p. 87.
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109. Cf. Wakefield, MLitterature du Desert," pp. 165-167.
110. Cf. Meyendorff, Byzantine Theology, p. 68; Ware, Orthodox Church, p. 239; and the
Conference Minutes for 6/25/1744, Q. 16 (JW, p. 139).
111. Cf. Mantzaridis, Deification, p. 41; and A Monk. Orthodox Spirituality, p. 37.
112. Cf. Allchin, Participation in God, p. 50; and Selleck, MBook of Common Prayer,"
pp. 282-283.
113. For an analysis of this Mdouble epiclesis" and its Eastern precedents, see A. M.
Allchin, Mlntroduction," in A Rapture of Praise: Hymns of John and Charles Wesley, ed.
H. A. Hodges and A. M. Allchin (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1966), p. 39.
114. Cf. Mantzaridis, Deification, pp, 41-46; Meyendorff, Byzantine Theology, p. 194; and
Tugwell, MMacarius," p. 173.
115. For a good summary and analysis o f the various issues, see Bernard Holland, Baptism
in Early Methodism (London: Epworth. 1970).
116. Cf. Sermon 18, MThe Marks of the New Birth," §4.2 -5 (BE, l :428-430); and Letter to
John Mason, 11/21/1776 (Letters, 6:239-240).
117. For a discussion of Wesley on confinnation, see Ole Borgen, MBaptism, Co nfirmation,
and Church Membership in the Methodist Church Before the Union of 1968," Methodist
History 21 (1989):89- 109, esp. pp. lOlff.
118. Cf. Mayo, MWesley and Christian East," p. 49.
119. Cf. Frost, MOrthodoxy and Methodism," and Rupp, MMethodists, Anglicans and
Orthodoxy," p. 24.
120. For the first option, see Rupp MMethodists, Anglican and Orthodoxy," p. 15. The
second option is widely evident in Wesley scholarship.
121. E.g., Mayo, MWesley and Christian East," p. 57.
122. Cf. Yves Congar, Diversity and Communion (London: SCM, 1984), pp. 70-76
(focussing on thejilioque).
123. &pecially Outler (e.g., JW, p. 14, and BE, 2:171). See also Bassett, Christian
Holiness, p. 108, and Dayton, MPnewnatological Issues," p. 141.

John Wesley and
Macarius the Egyptian
HOWARD A. SNYDER

John Wesley went to Christ Church, Oxford, at the time of the early eighteenthcentury patristic revival there. With others, including those in the "Holy Club,"
Wesley became interested in early Eastern Orthodox mystical writing, especially
that of the fourth century.
In 1721, an English edition of the Homilies of Macarius was published and
quickly came into Wesley's hands. From then on, both before and after Aldersgate
in 1738, Wesley apparently returned periodically to Macarius. When he published
his fifty-volume Christian Library around 1750, the first volume included his own
substantial abridgement of a number of Macarius's fifty "Spiritual Homilies.. (followed by his abridgement of the influential True Christianity by Johann Arndt,
"the father of German Pietism," who was supposed to have known Macarius by
heart).'
To set Wesley's interest in Marcarius in context, we must note that Wesley also
read a number of other Church fathers of the early Eastern tradition, as well as
writings of various mystics in Western Christianity and writers on perfection of his
own day. He was interested in anything (especially from 1725 on) which spoke of
holiness and perfection.
Wesley's knowledge of Macarius seems to have been limited to the fifty homilies. He assumed he was reading the original work of an Egyptian desert father of
the fourth century. But what was Wesley actually encountering when he read
Macarius? This is a disputed question. Albert Outler and Werner Jaeger argued
that "Macarius" was actually heavily dependent on Gregory of Nyssa (c. 330395), and thus strongly reflects the most profound teaching on perfection in the
Eastern tradition. Jaeger maintained that Macarius's "Great Letter.. was, in fact,
essentially a paraphrase of Gregory, and that the Macarius Homilies similarly rely
heavily on Gregory's teachings. 2 More recently, Reinhart Staats has argued the
opposite: that Gregory knew Macarius's "Great Letter" and incorporated it into his
writings in edited form.l
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In any case, one can see substantial similarities between Macarius's perfection
teachings in the Homilies and Gregory's teachings in On Perfection, the MGreat
Catechetical Oration" and other works. The significant point is that, in reading
Macarius (and to some extent also Ephrem Syrus and other Eastern writers),
Wesley was in contact with a tradition of teaching on perfection--a perfection
ideal- that was Eastern rather than Western, that reached back before Augustine,
and that represented the high point of Eastern ascetical teaching.
What were the elements in Macarius to which Wesley was particularly drawn?
ll is impossible to obtain great precision here, but one may gain clues through key
ideas common to Gregory and the Macarian Homilies, through similarities between these and Wesley's teachings on Christian Perfection, and from Wesley's
abridgement of the Macarian Homilies.
Rather than doing a technical theological analysis, I have chosen simply to
highlight some key themes which occur in Gregory, Macarius and Wesley. We
may note in particular seven themes common to both Gregory's teachings and the
Macarian Homilies that significantly correspond with Wesley's thought.
I. Salvation is seen fundamentally in terms of the restoration of the image of God.
Men and women are created in the image and likeness of God; there is that within
them which corresponds to the divine nature. Therefore human nature can respond
to God and, through Christ, the image of God can be restored. This is perfectio n.
The importance of the Incarnation is not merely that it effects a cure for sin; it is a
joining of the divine nature with human nature, a divinizing of human nature, so
that the image of God can be restored. God became human so that human beings
might become God. These ideas are worked out in some detail, of course, in Gregory, but are essentially present also in the Macarian Homilies.

2. Human beings have free will, the capacity for choosing the good and changing
toward that which is perfect. Gregory said the image of God in persons meant, first
of all, freedom to choose the good. From this, all other aspects of the image of God
in man and woman are derived. God created hwnans with the possibility (capability) of choosing, moving toward and participating in God's wo rk of perfection in
hwnan personality. Similarly, though in a less systematic way, Macarius places
strong emphasis on free will and the necessity of striving.
A related theme is the possibility of the Chris tian's falling back into sin. Thus
Macarius (as quoted by Wesley) says: MAnd if the mind but a little give way to
unclean tho ughts; lo, the spirits of error have entered in, and overturned all the
beauties that were there, and laid the soul waste." 4
3. Perfection is participation in the divine Spirit. Macari us speaks of participating
in God; of partaking of the divine nature. Gregory speaks of participating in the divine names. Both teach that perfection is changing toward the better- Mdeification" in the Eastern sense. Jean Danielou points out that a fundamental new insight
is involved here: a positive evaluation of the possibility of change. Contrary to Platonic notions, even as seen in Origen, Gregory saw that the possibility of change in
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human beings, rather than an indication of imperfection, was the neces.5ary precondition for attaining perfection. Thus perfection is choosing, and changing toward,
God's perfection. So, Gregory says, we can go from glory to glory-never ceasing
to grow toward what is better, and never putting a limit on perfection. Speaking of
..the revolution in thought which Gregory accomplished" at this point, Danielou
says, .. This notion of a perpetual beginning, that is not merely a repetition but
something always new and fresh, is one of Gregory's most genninal ideas."$
4. Love is the supreme virtue in perfection. Perfection is viewed in tenns of the
perfecting of love in persons. This is prominent in Gregory and Macarius, though
mo re in an ascetic and mystical than in an ethical sense (although the ethical element is no t totally absent).

5. The Christian must strive to attain perfection. Created in the image of God, the
Christian has freedom of the will and has that within him or her which corresponds
to God's nature. The Christian is a co-laborer, or co-operator, with God in the
work of perfection. Gregory's theology is thus clearly synergistic and semi-Pelagian. It is no t truly Pclagian, however, because Gregory emphasi zed the necessity
of God's grace. It is God's grace-through creation (the image of God) and
through the Incarnation and Atonement (the resto ration of the image of God)which enables the person to choose the good and cooperate with God in the work
of perfection. This synergistic element is prominent in the Macarian Homilies and
parallels Wesley's ..evangelical synergism": God's grace saves us through faith
and enables us to cooperate with God's sanctifying work in our lives.
6. Christ is the Christian's model- the one to be imitated- in this process of perfection. The idea of imitatio Christi is present in Gregory (and Macarius), though
primarily in an ascetic, mystical sense. It is the perfection of the soul which is at
issue. Gregory does not emphasize the imitation of Jesus' histo rical life so much as
the imitation of his ..spiritual" qualities. Herc Wesley has more of an .. inward and
outward" balance, but the same Christo-centric focus.
Gregory's teaching of perfection thus is based on an ascetic ideal. Asceticism,
separation from the world and mystical union with God are presented as the ideal
of perfection. This is also very prominent in the Macarian Homilies.
7. Finally, there is a universal aspect to Gregory's thought. Christ's work is universal; in the Incarnation, God assumed all human nature; every person is the
bearer of God's image and thus has the capacity for perfection. There is no notion
here of the Augustinian idea of election and predestination.
All of this suggests an essentially positive and optimistic evaluation of the possibilities of grace in human personality-even tho ugh seriously constricted by the
ascetic ideal. Two additional comments should be made at this point, however.
First, Grego ry put an emphasis on the sacraments which is not found in the
Macarian Homilies. For Gregory, the life of perfection begins with incorporation
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into Christ (and into the Church) through baptism and the Eucharist. lltls is foundational. But this element is largely ab.5ent from Macarius-which is to be expected if the Macarian Homilies do in fact trace back to individual or very small
communities of desert ascetes.
Second, Macarius makes use al least once in the Homilies (in a passage included in Wesley's abridgement) of the image of the circumcision of the heart as
representing the work of perfection in the human soul. So far as I know, Gregory
docs not use this image in this way, but it becomes one of the key metaphors in
Wesley for the work of Christian perfection.6
This brings us to the question of the ways in which Macarius's thought may
have contributed to Wesley's understanding of Christian perfection.
We may note first that nearly all the above clements occur in Wesley's thought.
In his scnnons, he frequently emphasized the restoration of God's image; the new
birth was nearly always seen as beginning the process of perfection cast in these
tenns. Wesley 's thought was clearly synergistic, but in an evangelical, scmi-Pelagian rather than Pelagian sense, for Wesley stressed human depravity and the necessity of prevenient grace as a precondition for turning toward God. He taught a
universal atonement and translated Zinzendorf: ·Thou hast for all a ransom paid,
for all a full atonement made" (in the hymn, •Jesus Thy Blood and Righteousness").
Especially important is the fact that for Wesley love was the essence of Christian perfection. He repeatedly defmed perfection as loving God with all one' s
being and one's neighbor as one's self. A major point of difference, however, is
that Wesley's stress on love and perfection, while still somewhat mystical and ascetic, was much more strongly ethical than was Gregory' s and also was preached
as an available experience-and the nonn-for every Christian, not just for the
spiritual elite. Wesley insisted on ·an inward and outward holiness" as the nonn
for all. 7
In the Eastern tradition, perfectionist teaching tended to be an elitist doctrine for
thusc who would flee the world. Wesley, however, emphasized Christian life in the
world and the necessity of doing ·au the good you can." Also, Wesley came to believe a person could attain ·entire sanctification" as a second deftnite experience
after the new birth. He did not teach an absolute perfection or •sinless perfection,''
of course, since perfection for him was always a continuing process, not a state,
and did not imply perfect knowledge or flawless behavior. Beneath his emphasis
on a crisis experience of entire sanctification (as, indeed, beneath his emphasis on
the new birth) was his conviction that all of life should be an ascent toward God
which was continuously enabled by God's grace but always involved the cooperation of the human will.
Second, it is perhaps significant that Wesley's characteristic term for the work
of sanctification was ·christian perfection"-even more than ·sanctification" or
·holiness." lltls underscores his indebtedness to the Eastern tradition, though of
course ·christian perfection" was a common term and theme in England prior to
Wesley.
Wesley's thought was very eclectic and was fed from many diverse sources.
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Thus, whatever he learned from Macarius was modified by other (and sometimes
conflicting) influences. In the light of this, I find it striking that so many ideasand key, germinal ideas which cohere in a kind of constellation- found in Gregory
and Macarius occur so clearly in Wesley. Granted, similar or complementary ideas
may have come also from other sources; yet it seems clear that these ideas trace
back to the Eastern perfectionist tradition (and more foundationally, of
course, to Scripture).
This raises the difficult question of "influence." I do not claim that Wesley simply "took over" this set of ideas from Macarius. Some of them he encountered
elsewhere; some undoubtedly came to him through his own ext.ensive study of
Scripture; some were already present in the Anglican tradition; some were points
of emphasis in the Pietist writings Wesley read (e.g., Arndt's Trn Christianity
with its emphasis on the restoration of the image of God and the priority of love. 1)
But it is clear that the complex of ideas on perfection Wesley taught were at key
points strikingly similar to thooe taught by Gregory and Macarius and that these
ideas had a particularly strong appeal to Wesley and therefore made a distinctive
contribution to his doctrine of perfection.
Incidentally, the emphasis on the sacraments in Gregory and Wesley-but not
in Macarius-is interesting here. It seems likely that Wesley would have largely
agreed with Gregory's teaching and stress on the sacraments had he been directly
in touch with Gregory's writings.
Fundamentally, the significance of the Macarian contribution to Wesley lies in
the emphasis on the potential of human personality for growth and positive
change, and the capacity of the Christian to cooperate with God in the ongoing
work of salvation. This gives a dynamic to Wesley's thought which acts as an impulse toward positive action in the present world. Christians live in a world governed by God's grace. We are unable ourselves, because of sin, to do any good
thing. But God's grace has been universally shed abroad, thus freeing the Christian
to cooperate with God in the work of redemption. Wesley took this germinal perspective, to a large degree freed it from the limitations of an ascetic ideal, and applied it across the board to common men and women of eighteenth-century England, coupling it with an emphasis on a life of practical good works. Some may
ugue that in the end he over-complicated the matter with his own specific theories
md sometimes conflicting arguments. But he also apparently struck a chord with
ens of thousands of people in his day and released a shackled potential for responible human action: "faith working by love."
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Christology and the Birth of
Modem Science
STANLEY L. JAKI

To connecl Chrisl and the birth of modern science may sound a jarring note in
this posl-Chrislian age of science. Not a few devoutly Christian scientists would be
surprised on being told about such a connection. Non-Christian scientists, who
make up the vast majority of the body scientific all over the world, would dismiss
the idea out of hand. In doing so they would echo the reply which Darwin sent in
1879 to the third letter written to him by W . Mengden, a 17-year-old student in
Germany.'
By 1879, Darwin had for more than forty years turned his back on Christian
faith which he identified with a strictly literal interpretation of the Bible and especially of its creation story. So long an alienation from Christian faith blinded Darwin to the fact that with his reply he gave his own answer to Christ's historic question, ·And you, who do you say I am?"
In his first two letters the young student asked Darwin whether evolution was
compatible with belief in God. The ambiguity of Darwin's replies evidently
prompted young Mcngden to pose similar questions to Ernst Haeckel, who had for
some time been Darwin's chief champion in the German-speaking world. Haeckel,
as reported by Mengden in his third letter to Darwin (dated June 2, 1879), had
agreed with Darwin that belief in God was compatible with holding the theory of
evolution. In his reply to the young student, Haeckel chose to be ambiguous with
respect to the personal character of God, although this was not allowed within
Haeckel 's pantheistic monism. Much less did Haeckel refer to the materialist character of evolution as he and Darwin held it. It was, however, with no ambiguity
that Haeckel described his and Darwin's views on Christ: *He [Darwin] cannot believe in the supernatural:·
Mengden reported this to Darwin because he felt that no one, apart from Darwin, could help him *to get hold of the truth." The truth had Christ as its central
point for the young student who displayed a penetrating insight by posing, in the
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same breath, two questions. One was whether one could believe in Christ as described in the Bible, the other concerned the definition of God that could be held
by one who accepted Darwin's theory. These questions were, for young Mengden,
still in the gymnasium, far from being purely academic. He saw them in the perspective of life and death, and all the more so, since he was in the grip of most
serious thoughts following the recent death of his best friend.
The young student did not so much as suspect that Darwin was the wrong man
to provide answers to those questions. They demanded philosophical depth for
which Darwin had no eyes.2 He did not even care to clear up the muddle in which
he had been about purposiveness in nature and about the nature of the human
mind.3 Much less did he want to part from his tactic to appear a mere agnostic instead of what he had really been for many ycars--a plain materialist. 4 Only with
this in mind can one see the thrust of the summ ary of Darwin's view on evolution
and theology which he had as ked his son, Francis, to send on his behalf to the
young student:

r am much engaged, an old man, and out of health, and I cannot spare
ti me to answer your questions full y--nor indeed can they be answered.
Science has nothing to do with Christ, except insofar as the habit o f
scientific research makes a man cautious in admitting evidence. For
myself, I do not believe that there ever has been any revelation. As for
future life, every man mus t judge for himself between conflicting vague
probabilities.
The significance o f that summary should be easy to see. ft is typical of the
views that prevail about Christ and revelation in a culture that first and foremost
claims to be scientific. The summary also reveals the most vulnerable point of that
empiricism by which our secularist culture lays so great a store. Within that empiricism, the highest premium is put on caution which familiari ty with scientific
method should generate about facts. Yet the same empiricism has not failed to promote a crude discrimination among various kinds of facts. In particular, it fostered
studied neglect about the facts of history which, unlike the data science deals with,
do not repeat themselves. Undoubtedly, the most towering among those facts is
Christ and the religious history that centers on Him .
Darwin's remark about Christ is about a hundred years old. Then, in the 1870s,
the secularization of the Western World was in a fairly advanced stage. Yet, the
process was still largely intellectual, carried out mostly by an exploitation of science for materialistic and agnostic ideologies. Secularization was far less advanced
in the realm o f morals. In the Western World the principles of Christian morality
still prevailed, in public at least, although the first attacks on the indissolubility of
marriage had already been successfull y carried out. Immorality, in its various
fonns, was widely practiced, but not publicly condoned, let alone approved by legislation as is done today.
Today secularization is complete both intellectually and morally. Christian morality is openly flouted while immorality is supported by civil legislation. As to
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Christ, secular scholarship no longer grants Hirn a major historic role, let alone a
divine status. He is just one of the major religious figures.
In this very secularist world of ours, not a few Christian theologians write and
speak as if they lived in an unreal world. This is particularly true of their writings
about a cosmic Christ, so prominent in the letters of Paul. What is the true value of
those writings, one may ask, if they contain so little about the cosmos, the real cosmos, which is now spectacularly investigated by science?
Theologians still have to learn that the science of the cosmos or lllliversc demands more than theological perspectives, let alone mere theological rhetoric. The
lllliversc is the totality of hard, exact, empirical facts that demand more for their
handling than gcxxl intentions and pious words.
Our question here is whether there are some major facts of the history of science that can be correlated with orthodox historical Christology and whether they
can be satisfactorily explained without it. There is at least one such monumental
fact. It is the fact of the birth of science in the fourteenth century. That century, let
us recall, had preceded by three hundred years the century of Galileo and Newton
to which that birth is usually assigned.
That birth is a most monumental historical fact. Having taken place in medieval
Christian Western Europe, it still assures a leading role to the Western World. The
present political transformation illustrates this all too well. Behind perestroika and
glasnost there lies the recognition of what President Reagan put in a memorable
phrase in London on June 5, 1989: ·The Goliath of totalitarianism will be brought
down by the David of microchip.M' In other words, the Soviet Union is suing for
peace because today it is technologically and scientifically far more behind the
West than it was thirty years ago.
One may also ask the question: Would there be a Western World today if science had been born in ancient China, India, Egypt, Babylon, Greece or even among
the Arabs? In all those cultures there was plenty of talent and they could boast of
some promising discoveries. It is enough to think of the discovery of the magnet in
China, of the decimal system in India, of phonetic writing in Egypt, of Euclidean
geometry in ancient Greece. But none of those cultures produced science. In all of
them science suffered a monumental stillbirth.6
This leads to the next question: What is science? Science is the empirico-quan.itative investigation of things in motion. That this is so is demonstrated by each
md every branch of physics, the most exact of all sciences. Gravitation is the study
1f bodies accelerated in a gravitational field; electricity and optics are the study of
1e motion of photons; thermodynamics is the study of the flow of heat and of the
mdom motion of atoms and molecules. In atomic and nuclear physics we study
1e interaction of elementary particles, a study demanding ever-larger accelerators.
Ultimately, all those studies are based on Newton's three laws of motion: the
w of ine rtial motion, the law of the equality of action with reaction, and the law
uch equates force with the product of acceleration with mass. Of these, the law
inertial motion is the first, conceptually as well as historically.
The birth of science can therefore be seen as the birth of the first formulation of
law of inertial motion. The first to formulate it was John Buridan, professor at
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the Sorborme around 1330. He did so in his commentaries on Aristotle's Physics
and On the Heavens. In both of those works, motion is explained in terms of a continual contact of the mover with the moved. Aristotle mentions favorably the idea
that a projectile keeps moving because the air separated by its motion closes in behind it and thereby keeps pushing it forward. Were this true, there would be no
need for gasoline to drive automobiles.
Behind Aristotle's sympathy for this idea lies his pantheism. For Aristotle, any
motion on earth is a continuation of the motion of the celestial sphere which in
turn keeps moving because of its contact, through desire, with the Prime Mover.
The latter is never spoken of by Aristotle as a Creator. On three occasions, Aristotle rejected the idea of creation out of nothing, an idea incompatible with pantheism in which the world is necessarily eternal. The Aristotelian cosmos can have no
beginning either ontologically or temporally.
Buridan's explanation of motion could not have been more un-Aristotelian. He
spoke of the start of motion in terms of an impetus given to a body. What he meant
by impetus was a quantity of motion or momentum in modem scientific terminology. He also emphasized the resistance of the air. He noted:
... one who wishes to jump a long distance drops back a way in order to
run faster, so that by running he might acquire an impetus which would
carry him a longer distance in the jump. Whence the person so running
and jumping does not feel the air moving him, but rather feels the air in
front strongly resisting him.7
This passage introduces an epoch-making cosmological message steeped in a theological perspective. The latter will inconvenience only those who, with Popper, repeat that all science is cosmology• and, again with him, fail to ponder the beginning of science as a study of things in motion, including their totality which is the
cosmos or universe. It is no accident that, due to his anti-metaphysical and antitheological perspective, Popper took the expansion of the universe for a most
doubtful idea.9 Jn that perspective one can only falsify propositions, scientific or
other, but never assert their truth. Fortunately for the future of science, Buridan
had a confidence in scientific truth because he held firmly the ultimate truth about
the cosmos or its createdness. To continue with him:
Since the Bible does not state that appropriate intelligences move the
celestial bodies, it could be said that it does not appear necessary to posit
intelligences of this kind, because it would be answered that God, when
He created the world, moved each of the celestial orbs as He pleased, and
in moving them He impressed in them impetuses which moved them
without His having to move them any more except by the method of
general influence whereby He concurs as co-agent in all things which take
place;
on the seventh day He rested from all work which He had
executed by committing to others the actions and the passions in turn ...
And these impetuses, which He impressed in the celestial bodies, were
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not decreased nor corrupted afterwards because there was no inclination
of the celestial bodies for other movements. Nor was there resistance
which could be corruptive or repressive of that impetus. But this I do not
say assertively, but rather tentatively so that I might seek from the
theological masters what they might teach me in these matters as to how
these things take place. 10
The theological masters said nothing, which is always a good idea when they
are confronted with a proposition which is not theological but scientific. The impetus theory, as further developed by Nicole Oresme, the successor of Buridan and
the future bishop of Lisieux, became a major success at the Sorbonne. 11 From there
it was carried to all universities in late-medieval Europe. Copernicus learned about
it as a student at the University of Cracow and later used it as an explanation of the
dynamical problems created by the earth's motion.
Galileo held the impetus theory in the same form, namely, that the inertial motion of celestial bodies has to be circular. It was Descartes who first formally
stated that all inertial motion has to be linear, a point which Newton borrowed.
However, the all-important conceptual breakthrough was not the shift from circular to linear inertia, but rather from motion through continual contact with the
mover to motion with no further contact with the mover once the latter had provided the initial impetus.
The birth of science, insofar as it is inconceivable without the birth of the idea
of inertial motion, has, as shown by Buridan's very words, explicit connection
with the idea of creation out of nothing which only a personal, infinitely perfect
Creator can perform. Only through such a creation can the universe enjoy a very
specific kind of autonomy. This is not the autonomy of a necessarily existing eternal universe which invariably inspired an a priori approach to its regularities and
has therefore stifled interest in empirical investigations. (Herein lies the true reason for those stillbirths of science in all ancient cultures.) The autonomy in question is rather a property given to the universe. As something given, it represents
one of an infinite number of possible sets of laws, of so many possible autonomies.
Since none of them can be derived on an a priori basis, the actual existence of any
of them can but invite empirical investigation, an idea indispensable for scientific
research.
It now remains to unfold the deeper aspects of the idea of creation out of nothing as held by Buridan, Oresme, Copernicus, Descartes, Galileo and Newton himself. It was a very Christian idea both in its origin and in its safeguards. The first
point to note is that, apart from the Second Book of Maccabees, the Old Testament
only implies the idea of creation out of nothing but does not teach it explicitly . 12
The idea of creation out of nothing was born within a New Testament framework. The starting point is Paul's doctrine of Christ as the Son in whom the Father
creates everything. By assigning to Christ the work of creation, Paul wanted to
emphasize His equality with the Father to whom the Old Testament attributes the
::hief prerogative of creation. If, however, the Son is co-equal with the Father, the
miverse can be but a mere creature, however supreme.
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Similarly, John refers to Christ as the Father's ..only begotten" or monogenes
(unigenitus) in whom all were created and without whom nothing that exists has
come into being (John 1:3). The impact which the word monogenes had for the
dogmatic specification of Christ as consubstantial with the Father is well known.
Much less is known of the impact which that word had on the development of the
Christian view of the universe. The extent of such an impact may be surmised if
we recall that with the Greeks and Romans the word monogenes (unigenitus) had
the universe for its supreme reference point. Examples of this can be found in the
writings of Plato, Plutarch and Cicero, to mention only some major spokesmen of
classical antiquity.'3 They referred to the universe as the entity that alone was .. begotten" from the divine principle because they saw in it the only genuine emanation from the Supreme Good or Prime Mover.
The gain that derived for the universe through its being most intimately united
with the Supreme Good or Prime Mover was only apparent. The diviniz:ation of the
universe within Plato's or Aristotle's pantheism meant the destruction of the universe as a coherent entity. Permanence with no change, a chief attribute of divinity,
could be grafted, not without some arbitrariness, only to the realm of the fixed
stars. Already the realm immediately below it, the realm of the planets (including
the sun and the moon) suggested by its changes a departure from divine, that is,
unchanging rationality. This was implied in the word planet, which in its Greek
form stands for an erratically wandering body. As to the terrestrial realm, not a few
changes within it could easily appear the embodiment of partial irrationality. Such
a non-uniformly rational universe could not invite the kind of scientific investigation which is summed up in the phrase, .. all science is cosmology," insofar as this
means that the same rational laws are valid throughout the entire universe.
It should be obvious that the understanding of the universe had to be very different in the Christian context in which a flesh and blood human being is considered as the only begotten Son of a Divine Father essentially different from the universe. This is not to suggest that Christians did not admire the universe. For them-the first chapter of Paul's letter to the Romans is a most memorable instance--the
universe is the chief evidence of the Creator himself. For all that, as I have stated
elsewhere,
...with Christians, inspired not by abstract theologoumena but by a most
vivid vision of a most tangible only begotten Son of God, the universe
could not retain its hallowed status as a ..begetting" from the ..divine,''
that is, the status befitting an entity sharing divine nature. With Christians
the universe had to remain a mere creature. This had to be so in spite of
the comprehensiveness of all created perfections that made for Christians
the notion of the universe the most exalted notion conceivable apart from
that of God Almighty.••
This exalted status of the notion of the universe is implied in all forms of Christian
creed. They all predicate the existence of God on the existence of ..heaven and
earth" or the existence of that universe which is a comprehensive totality. Greater
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than that totality even God himself could not have created, so Aquinas declared
with his always economic use of
an economy largely lost on most postVatican II
Although they often claim to be the heirs to the thinking of
John Henry Newman, they still have to emulate his disarmingly plain dicta such
as, ·there is but one thought greater than that of the universe and that is the thought
of its Maker." 16
To recall Newman is especially appropriate in view of his studies of the Arian
heresy and of his warnings that pantheism was to be the great conceit of the times
to come. 17 Curiously, Newman, so able to read between the lines, called no attention to the idea which Arius must have had about the universe, that is, to his cosmology. The fact is all the more curious because Newman begins his chapter on
Arian heresy with a recollection of Sozomenes remark that ·Arius was the first to
introduce into the Church the formulae of the 'out of nothing,' and the 'once He
was not,' that is, the creation and the non-eternity of the Son of God. " 11
Newman should have pointed out that the formula ·out of nothing" (ek ouk onton, de nihilo) entered Christian parlance four generations before Arius, in the second half of the second century, through the writings of Athenagoras and Tertullian.
They resorted to that formula in order to make absolutely clear that the universe
did not arise out of an unformed matter, eternally co-existing with God. The specification of the universe as something created out of nothing had, by the time of
Arius, a standard feature of theological parlance, a fact of which Arius could not
be wiaware. His reference to Christ as a being made out of nothing (Newman notes
that the
were quickly called ·Exoukontii" 19) was a radical departure from
an already hallowed restriction of that expression to the creation of the universe
out of nothing.
The reaction to Arius was prompt and most animated. But, as is usually the
case, the reaction had implicit and explicit aspects because of the presence of such
aspects in the provocation. The explicitness related to what was startlingly new,
namely, to the Christological bearing of Arius's innovation. Implicit in Arius's
ioctrine was the ultimate fate which was in store for the understanding of the uni·erse in Arius's demotion of Christ from the rank of the truly only begotten being
J that of a mere creature, however exalted.
Of course, Arius claimed to retain the notion of the Father as a true Creator. But
; far as can be reconstructed from his statements, he carefully avoided probing
to the problem of whether Christ as a mere creature could still be the Father's
;trument for creating out of nothing the universe of beings of which He was one.
e Christ of Arius could onJy be a demiourgos or a mere shaper of a matter yet
;haped but already existing.
In view of Arius's strategy, that of careful concealment, he could not be exted to probe into the ulterior effect of his applying the expression monogenes to
ist as a mere creature. Still, because of the classic pagan use of that Lenn,
IS's step should have seemed fateful. Its ultimate aim was to make Christianity
ptable to the Hellenistic world, a world still pagan for the most part. It was no
lent that bishops eager to cozy up to Constantine's establishment, more pagan
Christian, tried to prevent the condemnation of Arius. Yet, if that condemna-
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tion had been prevented, Christianity would have run a most serious risk of being
transformed into a form of pantheism; first into its refined version already expounded by Plotinus, and then into its crudely animistic Porphyrian form.
Harnack did not see beneath the surface when he stated that had Arius not been
resisted Christianity would have quickly been reduced to an obscure Jewish sect.
As such it would have remained monotheistic, for a while at least. Most likely,
Christianity would have become a welcome place for kabbalism with its pantheistic ramifications. It was in monotheistic Jewish ambience, which so resolutely opposed God's self-revelation in Christ, that kabbala flourished from Patristic times
on. It is also a fact, acknowledged in standard Jewish encyclopedias,20 that Jewish
intelligentsia has, by and large, espoused pantheism. Spinoza and Einstein were no
accidents in that respect.
It was well said that the Christology or soteriology of Athanasius is ontological
and that of Arius is voluntarist.21 It was also well said by Harnack that in both
cases there is an underlying cosmology.22 Curiously, he said nothing about those
respective cosmologies insofar as they related not so much to the moral as to the
physical world, where cosmology ultimately and primarily belongs. Yet, whatever
the paucity of sources about Arius, they strongly suggest that underlying his voluntarist scheme of salvation there was a Stoic cosmology with its succession of
worlds as places for the soul's purification.
About such worlds the most important thing to note is that they cannot consti tute a fully-ordered totality. Herein lies a fact long overlooked. The pagan Greeks,
who coined the word cosmos for the universe (to pan) failed to speak of the universe as a fully-ordered entity. Order was conspicuously absent in Democritus's
cosmology and in the cosmology of subsequent atomists, such as the Epicureans.
The universe of the Stoics was subject to periodic conflagrations, hardly a mark of
orderliness. Plato's universe was perfect only in its heavenly sections. The sublunary world was, according to Plato, only partly ordered. The same is true about
Aristotle's universe. There is the more disorder in Plotinus's emanationist universe
the farther it leads from the One.
Herein lies one of the reasons why science failed to arise among the Greeks of
old. If all science is cosmology, then all true scientific laws must be equally, that
is, consistently valid throughout the universe. In other words, science makes sense
only if the universe is uniformly ordered. This is an idea that could not arise within
Greek paganism or pantheism.
But the idea of a consistently or fully-ordered universe was a natural consequence of orthodox Christology. In fact, the idea of a fully-ordered universe played
a pivotal part in Athanasius's discourses on the true divinity of the Logos. A truly
divine Logos, in Whom the Father created all, so Athanasius insisted time an(
again, could not produce a partially disordered universe.
Thus, at the very beginning of part two of his Contra genres, Athanasius calle
attention to the difference between God's essential invisibility and man's inabilit
to comprehend anything not mediated through the visible. That man's knowledt
of God be worthy of a perfect God, God gave a perfect order to the physical ur
verse. God achieved this objective by consigning the work of creation to f
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Word, that is, to His infinitely perfect Son. Or, to quote Athanasius's very words:
"For this
God by His own word gave the Universe the Order it has, in order that since He is by nature invisible, men might be enabled to know Him at any
rate by His works. " 23 Shortly afterwards Athanasius states again: "God so ordered
Creation that although He is by nature invisible He may yet be known by His
works."
In chapters 35, 36 and 37, Athanasius lists various examples of order in the
physical universe and begins chapter 38 with the affirmation:
Since then, there is everywhere not disorder but order, proportion and not
disproportion, not disarray but arrangement, and that in an order perfectly
harmonious we needs must infer and be led to perceive the Master that
put together and compacted all things, and produced harmony in them.
Athanasius brings that chapter to a close with the argument that only when there is
no trace of cosmic disorder, that is, "when the order of the whole universe being
perfectly harmonious .. .it is consistent to think that the Rule and King of all Creation is one and not many."
Athanasius also finds in the perfect order of the universe a proof of the perfect
unity between the Father and the Word. Furthermore, in chapter 40 he uses the
same argument as a proof of the divinity of the Word: "If the universe subsist in
reason and wisdom and skill and is perfectly ordered throughout, it follows that He
that is over it and has ordered it is none other than the Word of God." In chapter
42, Athanasius describes in detail the creative action of the Word inasmuch as it
issues in cosmic order. The final product, to quote his words, is a "marvelous and
truly divine harmony."
The Contra genres and the De /ncarnatione (which begins with a reference to
the same arguments as set forth in the former work) were widely read works. As
such, they greatly strengthened the effectiveness of the Christological dogmas to
form a cultural climate favorable to science. This is not to suggest that one could
distill specific scientific laws from Christology. That would have been contrary to
the subtly recondite manner in which God offers his revealed truths. Supernatural
truths do not create natural truths; they rather presuppose them and effectively
though subtly help the full unfolding of their potentialities.
A Christian--the best Scholastic theologians are a case--could very well remain
on the rather low level of Aristotelian science. Imbued with Christological dogmas
those Scholastics would not repeal with Aristotle, let alone with Plotinus, that the
world was ordered only partially. In fact, Christian belief in the Creator led, in the
case of Philoponus, to the recognition that a true order has to be uniformly valid.
Many had noticed before him the various colors of the stars; but led by that belief
in the Creator, he took those colors for a proof that the material of stars was not
different from ordinary matter.24 If, however, this was the case, the heavenly bodies had to be governed by the same laws that governed bodies on earth.
Such was one of those indirect ways in which belief in the createdness of all
matter could prepare minds to treat in the same way the heavenly and terrestrial
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regions. Had such preparation not been al work in the minds of Buridan and
Oresme, they would not have been ready to discuss in the same breath the motion
of celestial bodies and a mere jwnp on earth. Thus was prepared, in a remote manner, the way for Newton's assertion that the fall of an apple and the fall of the
moon in its orbit obeyed the same time-squared law of free fall.
Clearly, Whitehead fell far short of the truth when, in placing the origin of modem science in the Middle Ages, he spoke only of the emphasis laid by the Scholastics on rationality.2' The truth about that Scholastic rationality is far richer and
deeper. ll is not an ordinary rationality but a respect for reason that derives from
belief in the divinity of the incarnate Logos.
Since the times of Francis of Assisi, it has become customary to celebrate the
birth of that Logos as a man with emphasis on the human charm embodied in it.
There is nothing inappropriate in that, as the divine Logos chose lo begin His appearance among us as a helpless babe. Helpless as He could appear in his human
birth, the event meant the coming of the Creator of the universe and with it, in the
long run at least, the coming of science as well. The intrinsic connection between
these two comings is attested also by the fact that they become a blessing only if
embraced with profound humility and with a deep sense of responsibility.
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that the two options are not on the same level. 1be voluntarist presupposes the ontological
but carulOl logically provide it. Thus, Arius was epistemologically conditioned for offering
but
howe ver revealing, about his views on Christ's nature. On the contrary,
Athanasius ' ontological approach, centered on Christ's nature, left him free to discourse on
the voluntarist or moral consequences of Christ's true nature in his De lncarnatione.
22. A. Harnack, History of Dogma, tr. E. B. Spears and J. Millar (London: Williams and
Norgate, 1898), 4:43.
23. This and the following passages of Athanasius are quoted from St. Athanasius: Select
Works and Letters in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers. Second Se ries (Grand Rapids, Ml:
F.crdmans), 4:22-27.
24. The passage in question is readily available in English translation in S. Sambursky's,
The Physical World in Lale Antiquity (New York: Basic Books, 1962). pp. 158-159.
25. A. N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern World ( 1926; New York: New American
Library, 1948). p. 19.

Recent Religious/Political
Developments in a New
Testament Theological
Perspective
WILLIAM RICHARD STEGNER

UNPRECEDENTED DEVELOPMENTS
Massive political and social changes took place in the last few months of 1989
and the first months of 1990. With amazing speed citizens toppled long-entrenched
Communist regimes in Eastern Europe. President Gorbachev instituted dramatic
economic and political changes within the Soviet Union. Democracy came to Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Panama and Nicaragua.
At the same time, unprecedented religious developments occurred. For example, the recent meeting between the Pope and a Russian-Communist president
was a first. In Eastern Europe there is a dramatic revival of attendance and interest
in the church. State television has aired religious programs. More than one
hundred thousand Bulgarians gathered for worship in the central square in Sofia on
Christmas Eve. The newly-inaugurated Czechoslovakian government attended
mass at the cathedral as part of the ceremonies. Hundreds of Russian Orthodox
churches have been reopened and are crowded.
Equally dramatic is the news from Communist China, where the church is alive
and growing. Churches in the capital were jammed for Christmas services: MBelievers, curiosity seekers and amiable soldiers jammed the capital's lit-up
churches, which all miraculously survived centuries of rebellions, wars, official
atheism and dogged persecution." 1
Similar developments are reported in Shanghai where the cathedral has reopened. The Catholic Church claims 120,000 faithful and thirty-six places of worship in Shanghai alone.
Who are these faithful in Communist China? Father Joseph, the aged priest in
charge of the cathedral, reports:
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I am not amazed that the young come to church .... Most are members of
old Christian families where mothers and grandmothers passed on the
faith. Now the faith is bearing fruit. The young suffer from a crisis of
confidence, they want something to believe in. 2

The article which reports the revival of religion in China also accounts for that
revival by the headline: ·crunese try religion to fill ideological void." Perhaps a
more insightful headline would account for the packed churches on the basis of the
cessation of Communist persecution. At any rate, the headline speaks a partial
truth. Father Joseph points out that ·the young suffer from a crisis of confidence,
they want something to believe in." To some extent, then, the headline is accurate.
The collapse of the Communist world-view and program for salvation has left an
ideological void. However, the secular reasoning of the headline is not a complete
answer.
In order to fill an ideological void, religion had to be present as a live alternative. In short, the secular reasoning of the headline fails to account for the amazing
staying power of religious faith in a hostile environment. Again, Father Joseph's
words give an answer. The article speaks of · old Christian families" whose ·mothers and grandmothers passed on the faith." The Orthodox Church in Russia also
has shown the amazing staying power of the faith in defiance of some of the
bloodiest persecutions on record. After seventy years of persistent persecution by
an atheistic state, the faith was passed on and constitutes a live option for filling
the ideological void caused by the collapse of Communism.
The secular response that religious faith rushes in to fill an ideological void is
deficient on other grounds as well. It does not account for the dramatic growth of
the faith in areas where there was no ideological void left by Communism. Of
course, the rapid growth of the Church in places like South Korea and Africa south
of the Sahara immediately comes to mind. According to recent estimates, one in
four South Koreans is a Christian. Methodist membership in South Korea is a good
barometer; a few years ago it passed the one million mark. The church has set a
goal of two million members by 2000 with the strong possibility that the goal will
be met. In addition, South Korea has ceased to be a missionary importing country
and has become a missionary exporting country. South Korea is sending missionaries to other Asian countries.
At a recent church supper, the Anglican rector and I were lamenting the marginal role of the Church in England. The rector pointed out that the picture was
much more encouraging in places like Africa. Today there are more Anglicans in
Africa than there are in England! I contributed that certain Methodist conferences
in Africa were establishing new congregations more rapidly than ministers were
being trained to fill those pulpits. A priest seated nearby said that of all the missionary provinces in the Roman Catholic Church, Africa was near the top of the
list in winning new converts to Christ. If present trends continue, Africa south of
the Sahara will become largely Christian in the next century.
Finally, the facile secular assumption concerning an ideological void is confounded by Poland. One wit put it this way: in the days of Polish independence the
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country imported priests and exported grain, while under Communist control the
country exported priests and imported grain! Poland did not experience an ideological void and the Church has gone from strength to strength under the very
shadow of the Communist state.
THE PARALYSIS OF MOST CONTEMPORARY ANALYSIS
Where have we come in our analysis? So far we have commented on the recent
religious revival in Russia, in China and in some Eastern European COWltries. We
have noted the rapid growth of the Church in places like South Korea and Africa.
Also, we have argued that the secular interpretation of such developments-that
religion fills the ideological void created by the demise of Communism-is only
partially adequate. While it accounts in part for the crowded churches in Russia
and China, it does not account for the staying power of faith in those same places.
Nor does it account for the recent rapid growth of the Church in third world countries.
Indeed, recent religious developments are a phenomenon that cries out for an
explanation. Yet, recent interpreters of religion have turned out to be false prophets; they could not predict the future. Did not Harvey Cox once predict that ours
would be the last generation to worship in churches? Nevertheless, the Church is
alive and well and experiencing remarkable growth in the least expected places.
Did not a death-of-God theology just a few years ago write God's obituary? Yet,
Who has buried whom? Truly, God has confounded the wisdom of the wise. Indeed, there are few religious interpreters on the scene today and those few frequently turn to the social sciences for answers.
Where, then, shall we look for an explanation? Our secular experts and media
have been weighed and foWld wanting. Shall we turn to sociological analysis?
Shall we consult biblical pas.5ages for guidance? Dare we say that God is doing a
new thing in the world today?
Before we continue with our analysis, a word of caution is needed. Let us not
into" the secular option that lies so close at hand. Let us not think that the
alternatives are either political and social analysis or biblical pas.5ages that speak
about the work of God. Secular analysis, if it speaks of God at all, would confine
religion to the sphere of the private, to the individual conscience. Consequently,
some politicians manage the remarkable feat of being both pro-choice and antiabortion at the same time: they are pro-life as private individuals, but pro-choice
for public policy. Hence, religion is another ideology that fills the void in one's
private life when the former ideology collapses. The primary distinction between
the two ideologies is that Communism has the right to dictate public policy
whereas religion does not. Let us not allow such secular reasoning to confuse our
analysis.
Such a privatized view of religion is contrary to Scripture as well as traditional
Christianity. The Bible claims that God is the Lord of history. If no sparrow falls
Nithout God's notice, neither does a great empire. For example, the prophet tells
IS that God called Cyrus, who did not know Him, to end the Babylonian captivity
1f Israel.
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For the sake of my servant Jacob, and Israel my chosen, I call you by
your name, I surname you, though you do not know me (Isa. 45 :4).
I have aroused him in righteousness ... he shall build my city and set
my exiles free ...says the Lord of hosts (Isa. 45 : 13).

Accordingly, God works in, under and through the political and social dimensions
of life, as well as in the private sphere. Biblical religion and its Marxist persecutors clearly understand the public nature of religion. Existentialism and its successor, secularism, have tried to confine faith to the private sphere of the individual
conscience.
If Isaiah was correct in describing God's preparation for the mission of Cyrus in
destroying the Babylonian empire and subsequently in releasing the exiles, what
shall we say about the collapse of the Communist ideology and subsequent growth
of the Church? Would not a modem Isaiah (if such public revelation were still possible) sec the activity of God in the right political, social and ideological conditions for the renewal and growth of the Church? If Nahum could see the judgment
of God in the demise of the wicked city of Nineveh, could not a modem Nahum
see the judgment of God on an ideology that championed the grossest violations of
human rights and human life? After all, the altars of Communism are running red
with the blood of millions of innocent victims--from the Kulaks of the Ukraine to
the flower of the Polish officer corps in Kalyn forest, Tiananmen Square being
only a more recent example of Communist brutality.
A NEW TESTAMENT THEOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE
With such an understanding of the activity of God, let us see what light New
Testament passages may shed on the current religious revival. In a remarkable essay entitled, MThe Work of God Goes On," Gerhard Lohfmk3 analyses the Mwork"
that God does according to the book of Acts. Lohfink, for example, quotes the
words of the famous Gamaliel to the earliest persecutors of the Church. Let us describe the scene. Shortly after Pentecost, Peter and the apostles are teaching and
preaching the Resurrection in Jerusalem. The high priest and the council, having
previously arrested Peter and the apostles, this time want to kill them. Gamaliel, a
member of the council, gives this advice: M.. .I tell you, keep away from these men
and let them alone; for if this plan or this undertaking (this work in Greek] is of
men, it will fail; but if it is of God, you will not be able to overthrow them. You
might even be found opposing God!" (Acts 5:38f). According to this passage and
others, the founding and growth of the Church is the work of God. This work of
God continues after Easter in the life and mission of the Church. If this is true,
God then Mworks" in, under and through the social and psychological dynamics of
life. How else does the call of God come to people? Also, in the sense that the
Church is an historical phenomenon, the work of God takes place in history.
Perhaps we can add even more specificity to the work of God through the
Church by examining a remarkable passage in St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans. In
chapters 9-11, Paul is discussing the relationship of the Church to Israel. As Paul
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approaches the climax of his argument, he writes this remarkable sentence: " .. .I
want you to understand this mystery, brethren: a hardening has come upon part of
Israel, until the full number of the Gentiles come in, and so all Israel will be
saved ... " (Romans 11 :25f). While nearly every word in the sentence needs explanation, for our purposes we will discus.5 only a few of them. Let us begin with the
word "mystery." The background of this term clarifies its meaning. The background is Jewish and, more specifically, Jewish Apocalyptic, which is both a literary form (a genre) and a way of thinking. Jewish Apocalyptic portrayed God's purposes for history and the nearness of the end, often by means of visions and heavenly journeys. Accordingly, the term "mystery" designates a purpose or secret of
God which cannot be known by reason; God must reveal it to selected humans.4
According to some apocalyptic speculation in the end time the nations would be
converted and make a pilgrimage to Jerusalem. This kind of thinking seems to lie
immediately behind Rom. 11 :25. However, in the "mystery" that Paul is sharing,
God has formed a new people in Christ and the unbelief of the Jewish people has
caused the gospel to be preached to the Gentiles. In the end time "all Israel," that
is, the Jewish people who do not yet believe in Christ, will be drawn to faith in
Him by God.
Many interpreters believe that here Paul is sharing "a new special revelation
which he has himself received .... Others doubt this. However, whether or not
Paul is speaking about his own experience, God has revealed this insight to a chosen human.
The words translated as "the full number of Gentiles" could more literally be
translated, "the fullness of the Gentiles." Unfortunately, the meaning for "full
number" or fullness cannot be described with the same precision as the meaning of
the word "mystery" above, since Paul does not define it further. There seem to be
three major possibilities for understanding the word. It can mean "the full number
of the elect from among the Gentiles," or "the added number needed in order to
make up that full total," or even, "the Gentile world as a whole."6
A Chinese student at Garrett-Evangelical Theological School takes the latter
view and speaks eloquently of the need to evangelize over one billion of his fellow
countrypcople. Whether or not he is correct in interpreting "full number" to mean
the great majority of the Gentiles, he seems to be correct in insisting that the
evangelization of the Gentiles must take place within history. That is, Paul is not
speaking of an act of God at the end of this age; he is speaking of the mission of
the Church. The evidence for this view lies in the word "come in." The Greek for
"come in" is found only three times elsewhere in Paul, but is frequently used in the
Gospels for entering into the Kingdom of God. The coming in or entering into the
Kingdom took place within Jesus' ministry and takes place today. In using this
term Paul is probably "drawing here on pre-Pauline tradition which stems from Jesus. " 7 Thus, Paul seems to have in mind the very kind of evangelistic work in
which he himself was engaged when he wrote the letter to the Romans.
Note the precision that this passage from Paul adds to Lohfink's discus.5ion of
the work of God. The incoming of the Gentiles takes place in the course of history
and is being realized in the growth of the Church. In one sense we are witnessing
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the filling of an ideological vacuum; in another sense we are witnessing the continuing work of God in history. In still another, the fullness of the Gentiles is being
realized and God is working out His purpose for history.
Our next step is to set the work of God through the Church within the context of
God's redemptive purpose for history. Here we turn to Oscar Cullmann, the famous representative of the Salvation History approach to New Testament theology.
How does Cullmann set the work of the Church within the context of redemptive history? What is his approach? The title of his famous book, Christ and Time:
The Primitive Christian Conception of Time and History,• contains his basic thesis.
The NT writers, as well as the OT prophets, held a linear conception of time in
contrast to others who view time either as cyclical or as illusory. Lines have beginnings, middles and ends. Since time is linear, history also has a beginning, a
middle and an end. However, there is a particular history in which God chooses to
reveal Himself--namely, the history of the Jews. The very midpoint of this history
is the Christ-event where God reveals Himself most fully. The primary focus of
the Christ-event is His death and resurrection. ll is the mid-point in that the sacrificial death of Jesus atones for the sin of the world and the resurrection of Jesus previews the goal of history in the resurrection of the dead.
The midpoint, where God's rule (Kingdom) breaks into our time, points to the
end of history when God's rule will be fully realized. In describing the relationship
of the Christ-event at the midpoint to the full coming of God's rule at the end of
history, Cullmann uses an analogy drawn from World War II. He speaks of the
Christ-event as D-Day and the fullness of God's rule at the end of the historical
drama as V-Day. D-Day stands for the decisive battle in a war and V-Day stands
for victory day when the war is won and is over. After the Allies had established a
second front in Normandy and the Germans were not able to push them back into
the sea, everyone knew the decisive battle had been fought; it was just a matter of
time until Germany, now fighting on two fronts, would have to surrender. Similarly, Christ's death and resurrection is the decisive battle fought against sin, death
and the devil. The decisive battle points to God's frnal victory in the full coming of
His rule at the end of history. The dead (I do not mean universalism) will participate in that Kingdom. Then, all ambiguities and suffering will meet their fulfillment in the Kingdom of God.
The Church is located on the time line between D-Day and V-Day. This timespan is ·the period of the Church."9 In World War II many fierce battles were
fought after D-Day. If the decisive battle has been fought at Calvary and won in
the Resurrection, what further battles must be fought and won before V-Day? The
Church battles sin, death and the devil through its proclamation of God's decisive
victory in the Christ-event at the midpoint. Cullmann makes this crystal clear:
•This missionary proclamation of the Church, its preaching of the gospel, gives to
the period between Christ's resurrection and Parousia its meaning for redemptive
history .... io St. Paul gives the same message in Rom. 10: 17: ·so faith comes from
what is heard, and what is heard comes by the preaching of [about] Christ." Thus
successive battles are won as increasing numbers come to faith in Jesus.
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However, even after D-Day there were setbacks and losses, such as the Battle of
the Bulge in Belgium. So the Church seemed to suffer one defeat after another by
atheistic Communism, which did bestride the earth like a colas.sus. But this idol
too had feet of clay, and fell. The words of Rev. 14:8 seem a fitting epitaph:
MFallen, fallen is Babylon the great, she who made all nations drink the wine of her
impure passion." The poet, John Bowring put it this way: Min the cras.s of Christ I
glory, towering o •er the wrecks of time.... "
A RECONSIDERATION OF CULLMANN'S APPROACH
At this point a discussion of the validity of Cullmann's basic approach is appropriate since his work has been subjected to intense and hostile criticism for over
forty years. However, recent developments in New Testament research have
tended to support Cullmann's approach rather than that of his critics. Let us discuss the primary criticisms of his work as well as these recent developments in the
field.
their
While Cullmann's critics have called into question many of his
primary attacks were directed to two areas. First, his critics have shown that Cullmann overemphasized the unity of the NT. Rather, there was theological and ethnic diversity in the Church almost from the beginning. Today, nearly everyone
agrees that his critics were right in this area. However, his critics went further, saying that there was no one NT theology. Rather, the NT is composed of such diverse
books, one can only speak of a series of NT theologies. Hence there is little Wlity
in the NT.
Second, his critics have disputed his basic
about a time line of redemptive history. While the author of Luke-Acts invented the phases of redemptive history in order to accoWlt for the delay in the coming of the Kingdom, Cullmann arbitrarily read a time line of redemptive history into the other books of the
NT. Thus, Cullmann's time line of redemptive history characterizes little else beside Luke-Acts. In short, the NT is characterized by diversity, not unity.
While Cullmann was not able to answer his critics effectively, subsequent research has served to reopen the whole debate. Ironically, the primary challenge to
those who championed the diversity of the NT was first raised by the Bultmannian
school, Cullmann 's sharpest critics. Ernst Kiisemann, a member of the Bultmannian circle, wrote a famous essay entitled, MThe Beginnings of Christian Theology." Within this essay he wrote this oft-quoted sentence: MApocalyptic-since the
preaching of Jesus cannot really be described as theology- was the mother of all
Christian theology." By that he meant Mthat apocalyptic is the real beginning of
Jrimitive Christian theology." 11 At that time few scholars realized how basic the
1pocalyptic world-view was in shaping the Mlife-world" of NT writers. Indeed, a
1rimary source of unity of the NT is the apocalyptic world-view which most NT
vriters presupposed.
While not an exhaustive survey, the following does give some idea of the extent
f apocalyptic thinking in the NT. Certainly, Paul was an apocalyptic thinker .
here is a growing consensus that the Gospel of Mark is best classified as an
iocalyptic Go.spel. The outlook of the Gospel of Matthew is apocalyptic, although
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apocalyptic does not seem to have been the primary focus of Matthew's interests.
While the Gospel of John is not primarily apocalyptic in orientation, the primacy
of apocalyptic comes to the fore again in l John. Again, Revelation and the Petrine
Epistles are apocalyptic.
The apocalyptic world-view presupposes that God has a purpose for history and
that God is working that purpose out in history. A key motif in apocalyptic thinking is the doctrine of the two ages: this present evil age will be supplanted by the
coming age of the Kingdom of God. Thus, history is moving toward eschato logical
promise and salvation. Accordingly, Cullmann' s linear concept of time (history is
going somewhere) is quite compatible with apocalyptic thought. While Cullmann's concept of time may not be found in every NT book, it is found in most.
Most NT writings picture the Church as living between advents, between the already and the not yet, between the initial inbreaking of the Kingdom in Jesus and
its full coming at the end of history. Cullmann's concept of a time line of redemptive history is both compatible with apocalyptic thought and found in more NT
books than Luke-Acts.
A second source of unity is the presence of basic themes running through more
than one NT book. By basic themes I mean, for example, the saving significance of
the Cross of Christ. Recall that for Cullmann the Christ-event constitutes the midpoint of time, because there the sins of the world are forgiven and there the Resurrection constitutes the hope of the world. How basic is the theme of the saving significance of the Cross?
Perhaps the earliest expression of this theme is found in I Cor. 15:3: ...that
Christ died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures .... " The pre-Pauline
mula originated in a Greek-speaking, Jewish-Christian community." 12 This ancient
theme is basic for Paul, for the Epistle to the Hebrews, for the Gospel of Mark, for
I John. It is mentioned and developed in various metaphors throughout the NT. It
is a basic theme that constitutes a thread of unity throughout the NT, with far too
many references to quote.
Whether or not the apocalyptic world-view and unifying themes like the saving
significance of the Cross are adequate for the Church today is very much a matter
of debate, but this debate cannot be pursued here. Here, we have set for ourselves
the task of viewing recent religious developments from a NT theological perspective, not the task of comparing competing theologies and theological methods.
Nevertheless, in my view an apocalyptic world-view and a saving Cross are in
some sense normative.
CONCLUSION
Today, great victories are being won for Jesus. Eager young Asians, Africans
and other third-world peoples are enlisting. Again, South Korea has become a missionary exporting nation. The work of God goes on until V-Day, until the full
number of Gentiles have come in.
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Book Reviews
Blenkinsopp, Joseph. Ezekiel. Interpretation: A Bible Commentary for Teaching
and Preaching. Louisville: John Knox Press, 1990. x, 242 pp. Hardback,
ISBN 0-8042-3118-4.
The Interpretation commentaries aim at meeting the needs of the Church for
theological exposition of the biblical text, integrating the results of scholarly historical and theological work on the Bible to nurture the life of faith. Several of its
entries have met that aim admirably (e.g., E. Achtemeier's 1986 volume, NahumMalachi). Joseph Blenkinsopp has succeeded in producing such a work on Ezekiel.
Professor of theology at The University of Notre Dame since 1970, Dr. Blenkinsopp is known already for his Prophecy and Canon (Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1977) and A History of Prophecy in Israel (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1983). This work on Ezekiel presents the most exegetical-expositional expression of his longstanding interest in the Old Testament prophets.
The volume naturally follows the format of the Interpretation commentary series. A brief (thirteen page) introduction follows the editor's preface and table of
contents. In this scholarly but non-technical mode, one could actually wish for
more, not less, introductory material. The clear presentation of the writer's general
critical conclusions regarding the book. uncluttered by elaborate interaction with
the scholarly guild, makes for interesting and informative reading. A brief but
good reading list concludes the work, with entries ranging from John Taylor's
Tyndale Old Testament Commentary on Ezekiel to Gustav Holscher's BZA W study
of the book. The vast majority of the effort (226 of 242 pages) is devoted to expounding the text of Ezekiel in its canonical order, including excurses on "The Divine Effulgence" related to I :4-28, historical background related to chaps. 25-28,
and modes of interpreting chaps. 40-48.
Blenkinsopp understands the book of Ezekiel as a composition with "continuity,
structure, and order ...a well thought out whole to a much greater extent than other
prophetic books" (p. 3). This remarkable work, he concludes, is the product of
Ezekiel's own learning and literary skill, his own speaking and writing, as well as
later expansion and editorial work by Ezekiel and others who treasured his words.
According to Blenkinsopp, three main features structure the present book, two
of them distinctive of Ezekiel. Most conspicuously, the book marches along paced
by the fourteen dates scattered from l: l to 40: 1, placing oracles and visions from
June/July 593 B.C. to March/April 571 B.C. and taking their departure from the
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fifth year of Jehoiachin's (king of Judah) exile. These dates serve to cluster materials around the disastrous fall of Jerusalem, focusing attention on reasons and repercussions for the catastrophe. Second, Blenkinsopp notes the book's roughly chiastic pattern in which the departure of the "Divine Effulgence" (Yahweh's
"glory") from the idolatrous temple and Jerusalem in the Temple Vision (chaps. 811) finds balanced reversal in its subsequent return in concluding, climactic Vision
of the New Temple (chaps. 40-48). This over-arching departure and return of
God's Presence accounts theologically for both the destruction and the anticipated
restoration of the city in Ezekiel, thus undergirding the entire book. In addition,
thematic unities mark smaller and larger units of the book within this book-level
flow.
Blenkinsopp discerns seven major parts of the book: Ezekiel' s Prophetic Call
(chaps. 1-3), The Fall of the House of Judah (chaps. 4-24), Judgment on the Nations (chaps. 25-32), The Fall of Jerusalem (chap. 33), Resurrection and Restoration (chaps. 34-37), Gog and the Land of Magog (chaps. 38-39) and Vision of the
New Temple and Commonwealth (chaps. 40-48). Chapters 24 and 33 are pivotal,
bracketing the Jerusalem disaster. The intervening oracles against foreign nations
"serve both to make the transition from judgment [chaps. 1-24] to salvation [chaps.
34-48] and as a phase of dramatic stasis or rallentando as the fate of the city hangs
in the balance" (p. 5). One wonders if the latter third of the book has not been
overly fragmented in this analysis. The interrelationships of chaps. 33-39 commend them as a literary unit, in spite of smaller units obviously to be identified
within them.
Even though the aim and length of the Interpretation commentary does not allow documented conversation with critical study of Ezekiel, Blenkinsopp's engagement with that scholarship is evident. The very fact that Blenkinsopp succeeds
in an exposition of Ezekiel of value for the life and ministry of the Church follows
from his understanding of the critical endeavor itself and his estimate of his own
task in the commentary. As noted above, he sees the book as a "united and wellrounded composition," a fact not to be obscured by necessary discussion of the
compositional history of the work (p. 8). He makes it his task to discern and expound the structure and content of the book as a whole (p. 6) and to suggest its
consequent contribution to our discernment of "the will and intentions of God for
our situation" (p. IO). Thus, he parts company with scholars content to analyze the
text into its smallest constituent parts and to reconstruct the alleged history of
those parts from their origin to their place in the present work (research dominated,
e.g., by HOischer and Torrey). Blenkinsopp rejects the misleading, "authentic-inauthentic" dichotomy (only occasionally slipping into that language) between Ezekiel and his successors in the text's formation, persons whom he regards as engaged
in positive ministries of interpreting and preserving the prophet's words. As a result he is able to attend to the theological significance of the entire present book,
even though he puts more distance between Ezekiel and the text than, e.g., Moshe
Greenberg in The Anchor Bible.
Regarding specific questions of interest to students of Ezekiel, we may note the
following. Blenkinsopp rejects as overly speculative and finally unfruitful in illu-
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minating the text attempts to discern the psychological state of the prophet (with
Zimmerli and Greenberg against, e.g., Irwin and Jaspers). He acknowledges Ezekiel's call as "a personal transformation accompanied by extraordinary experiences
and profoundly spiritual and psychological upheaval" (p. 18).
Ezekiel was a prophet and priest from the Jerusalem establishment, widely conversant with the range of priestly teaching and heavily influenced by Jeremiah. He
shows learned interest in a broad range of tradition now found in the Old Testament. Blenkinsopp places Ezekiel's ministry
to the Babylonian diaspora," but sees no compelling reasons to exclude an initial call and ministry in the
Jerusalem setting (p. 27, against Zimmerli and Greenberg and the present text).
Les.5 significance is seen here than in some recent works in Ezekiel's eating of
the scroll (2:8-3:3) and the mysterious silencing of the prophet (3:22-27). Blenkinsopp, like Zimmerli, sees the scroll experience as Ezekiel 's "internalization of the
divine word.. (p. 25), unrelated to the dwnbness (pp. 31-32). The widely acknowledged, highly "textual.. nature of most of the material in the book and the inability
of exhaustive form-critical study (like Zimmerli's monumental work) to place significant distance between "original .. forms of units and their present shape in the
text point to the significance of writing in the prophet's own work. These facts
commend Ellen F. Davis's suggestive studies of the eating of the scroll and the
dwnbness as features of Ezekiel's pioneering textual expression of prophetic ministry (Swallowing the Scroll: Textuality and the Dynamics of Discourse in Ezekiel's Prophecy, JSOT 78 [1989]).
As to chaps. 40-48, Blenkinsopp leaves the question of authorship open, but insists the chapters cannot be severed from the book as was customary in critical
scholarship earlier in the century. With Zimmerli, Greenberg and other more recent interpreters, Blenkinsopp emphasizes the many mutually illwninating links of
these chapters with the earlier portions of the book and the importance they now
asswne in the structure of this significant prophetic work.

DAVID L. THOMPSON
F. M. and Ada Thompson Professor of Biblical Studies
Asbury Theological Seminary
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Nolland, John. Luke 1-9:20. Word Biblical Commentary. Dallas: Word Books,
1989. 454 pp. ISBN 0-8499-0234-7
Had the English-speaking world looked with longing eyes toward the steady
flow of German commentaries on Luke (Klostermann, Hauck, Schmid,
Schiirmann, Rengstorf, Schneider, Ernst, Grundmann, Schmithals), some easement
was found in the 1970s with the appearance of commentaries by Danker, Ellis and
Marshall. Any lingering envy was surely extinguished by Fitzmyer's monumental
two-volume production in the Anchor Bible which dwarfs its predecessors by providing almost everything one could hope for in a commentary. John Nolland's
two-volume entry must, unfortunately, ply the turbulent wake of Fitzmyer's deep
draft.
The author's credentials commend him as one well equipped for the task. His
degrees include the Th.L. from the Australian College of Theology, the B.D. from
the University of London and the Ph.D from the University of Cambridge. His
publications in Review de Qumran, The Journal of Theological Studies, Vigiliae
Christianae, Journal of Biblical Literature, New Testament Studies, and the Journal for the Study of Judaism demonstrate proficiency within the scholarly guild.
Currently he serves as course leader, head of biblical studies and lecturer in New
Testament Studies at Trinity College, Bristol, England.
The body of the commentary follows the standard format for the Word series:
each gospel pericope enjoys treatment through bibliography, translation, text-critical notes, identification of form/structure/setting, verse-by-verse comment and
synthetic explanation. Nolland appears comfortable enough with these divisions of
labor and offers helpful cross-referencing at points of overlap between them.
The bibliographies stand as an undeniable strength of the commentary, enlarging upon Fitzmyer's in several ways. Quite naturally they include the past decade
which has proven fertile ground for Lukan studies. Then, one can detect a greater
interest in titles from the first third of this century, redressing in some measure the
myopic tendencies of recent scholarship. Protestant fundamentalists will also note
the additions of authors such as J. Gresham Machen and C. C. Ryrie. Most commendable in our view is Nolland's habit of locating valuable discussions found
within monographs only tangentially related to the pericope at hand. Yet some
price has been paid for these additions: Spanish, Italian and Latin titles found in
Fitzmyer's bibliographies are usually missing.
Nolland's translation will occasionally strike the American reader as turgid and
archaic or perhaps British ("set at nought" 7:30; "was reckoned" 3:23; "pass the
night" 6: 12). Instead of simpler expressions such as "it happened that..." or "the
disciples told Jesus ..." we find "it transpired that..." (9: 18) and "the disciples related to Jesus ... " (9: 10). Surely the demon is too impassive who cries out "What
good can come to me from contact with you, Jesus Son of the Most High!" (8:28).
The textual notes appended to the translations flag most important variants. Too
often, though, Nolland is content to cite conflicting manuscript evidence without
offering evaluative comment or resolution [e.g., the notes on 2:22-40]. We also
noted that the textual difficulty at 4:44, important for its implications for the struc-
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ture of the whole gospel, receives scant treatment. Furthermore, appeal to the secondary literature of textual criticism is quite rare, a weakness not share.cl by
Guelich's volume on Mark in the same series.
Throughout the sections devote.cl to issues of fonn/structure/setting and to the
verse-by verse comment, Nolland appears to be at his best. In the former section
source-, form- and redaction-critical issues are handle.cl in some depth and with
considerable skill. His constant interaction with a wide range of scholarly literature
supports the claim of the e.ditors that the series represents Mthe best in evangelical
critical scholarship." As for the evangelical character of the work, we observe that
Nolland typically resolves critical issues in favor of the historical reliability or
plausibility of the Gospel narrative. For example, though at 6:5 Luke apparently
transforms a Markan e.ditoriaJ comment (Mark 2:28) into an explicit word of Jesus,
Nolland sees both the comment and its transformation as reasonable understandings of what was implie.d by Jesus' words and actions. In the verse-by-verse comment, the author weaves together syntactical discussion, OT allusions, parallels
with extra-biblical literatures, scholarly citations and much more into an insightful
and readable whole. The reader comes away with the distinct impression that Nolland has dealt quite thoroughly with each pericope.
One distinguishing feature of Nolland's work is his construal of Lukan literary
structure. While adopting traditional narrative divisions early in the Gospel (1:1-4
[Dedicatory Preface], 1:5-2:52 [The Infancy Prologue], 3:1-4:13 [Preparation for
the Ministry of Jesus], 4: 14-4:44 [Preaching in the Synagogues of the Jews]), Nolland charts a unique course through the remainder of this first volume: 5:1-6:16
[Making a Response to Jesus), 6:17-49 [A Sermon for the Disciples], 7:1-50
[Something Greater than John is Here) and 8: 1-9:20 [Itinerant Preaching with the
Twelve and the Women] . Impressed with Theobald's arguments that 5:1 -6:19 constitutes a literary whole, Nolland has apparently worked fore and aft to preserve
that segment as a major component of narrative structure. Justification for the
boundaries of each of these segments is burie.d within his treatment of the individual pericope, making retrieval of the larger structural program difficult for the
reader. Nolland proposes no macro-structure to the Gospel, nor does he defend his
own segmentation of the narrative against popular and powerful alternatives (e.g.,
geographical, symmetrical or salvation-historical structures).
The most serious weakness of the work is its introduction. Sensing this shortcoming at the outset, the author remarks that Mthe time has not yet come for the
introduction to be able to function as an overview of the whole endeavor. At this
point it is still a work in progress" (xxvii). Obviously the order of research and
writing followe.d by Nolland is in some tension with the customary publishing order of the components of a commentary. While certainly competitive with the introductions of many one-volume commentaries on Luke (e.g., Schweitzer), this introduction fails to deliver the implie.d promise of a two-volume critical commentary. Here the shadow of Fitzmyer looms especially large, for whereas Fitzmyer
devote.cl 283 pages to introductory matters, Nolland manages 14. Most noticeably,
the bibliographies which show up as standard fare throughout the remainder of the
volwne are missing here. Furthermore, the scholarly audience which was treate.d
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throughout the body of the commentary to the intricate details of source-, fonnand redaction-criticism and which will use with profit bibliographies loaded with
German, French and Dutch titles is nowhere in sight. Instead, the introductory article on textual criticism (to take one example) reads like a thumbnail sketch of the
discipline for a complete novice. Finally, synthetic treaunents of such important
topics as Lukan theology and Lukan literary and narrative technique are absent. In
the light of intense scholarly interest swirling about these matters in recent decades, some collected comments about them are most sorely mis.5ed.
Consequently, Nolland's work is one of feast and famine. Bibliographies, summaries of discrete critical discussions (except literary), and verse-by verse comments may be used and read with great profit. For the remainder, one must look
elsewhere.
JOSEPH R. DONGELL
Assistant Professor of Biblical Studies
Asbury Theological Seminary

Rosell, Garth M. and Richard A. G. DuPuis, eds. The Memoirs of Charles G. Finney. The Complete Restored Text. Grand Rapids: Z.Ondervan-Academie
Books, 1989. xlvii-736 pp. ISBN 0-310-45920-6.
For a century, the scholarly world took James H. Fairchild, Finney's successor
as president of Oberlin College and the editor of his memoirs, at his word.
Fairchild stated in his introduction to the 1876 edition, ..In giving it [the memoirs]
to the public, it is manifestly necessary to present it essentially as we find it. No
liberties can be taken with it, to modify views or statements which may sometimes
seem extreme or partial, or even to subdue a style which, though rugged at times,
is always dramatic and forceful" (p. xlvii). This turned out not to be the case. In
1976, Rosell, while studying a microfilm of the original manuscripts for another
research project, discovered that Fairchild had indeed edited out significant material. The subsequent partnership between Rosell and DuPuis to provide an authoritative, defmitive edition of this crucial text for the history of revivalism and North
American religious history has been eminently successful.
There are a number of features which enhance the usefulness of the volume for
scholars. A critical apparatus describes various levels of redaction within the textual tradition (emendations by Finney and/or editors). The original text of the
memoirs is printed in boldface type. The notes reflect the as.siduous detective work
of DuPuis and Rosell in tracking down persons identified only by an initial in the
manuscript as well as references in the text which escape even informed readers.
The bibliographic section, .. Sources and Selected Bibliography," is quite extensive
and provides an excellent introduction both to Finney research and to the historical
period. An extensive index facilitates use. Well chosen plates (32) and maps (5)
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are both interesting and helpful. The care with which this edition has been produced by both editors and publishers will make it the defmitive edition of this import.ant text. It is hoped that its availability will spark a resurgence of research on
Finney, his influence, his associates and his causes.
1be introduction to the volume discusses the literary history of the Memoirs,
!racing their journey from Finney, through the hands of a number of supporters and
would-be editors, to the Fairchild edition. 1be narrative involves prominent heirs
of the Finney revivals including Lewis Tappan and Boston publisher Henry Hoyt,
as well as Fairchild. We are informed that Finney's
was to write an apologetic to argue, against delractors of the early nineteenth-century revivals, that the
events had indeed been divine moments. His method was to provide a detailed introduction to the methods used, the doctrines preached and the results within the
context of his ministry as a revivalist. It also reflects the perspective of the one inslrumental in attempts to institutionalize the results of the revival.
Written years after the events, the detail is often imprecise. However, the volume provides an account of the life and work of one of the most influential persons
of the nineteenth century whose career as revivalist, educator, pastor, writer, social
reformer and author defined ttaditions which still shape American culture. One
branch of his legacy has found form in the Wesleyan/Holiness and Pentecostal lraditions which carried an understanding of his vision for revival, "higher life" spirituality, social reform and education throughout the world. Few Wesleyan/Holiness
educational institutions of the late-nineteenth century did not have an Oberlin connection. Most developed their curricula and educational philosophy on the basis of
the Oberlin model. Many faculty of these institutions had been educated at Oberlin. Generations of Wesleyan/Holiness and Pentecostal pastors and evangelists
have found Finney's efforts a model for their own.
The new material varies in substance and importance. Many details such as
names, professional titles and place names will be of more limited interest. Other
materials, such as accounts of Finney's problems maintaining an egalitarian interracial community at Oberlin and accounts of revival efforts and conflict in Great
Britain, add significantly to our knowledge of the period. Important nuances to
previous Finney research can now be made. Thanks to the careful efforts of Rosell,
DuPllls and the publishers, this seminal text of Finney has been made available in
its unexpurgated form.

DAVID BUNDY
Associate Professor of Christian Origins
Collection Development Librarian
Asbury Theological Seminary
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Barbour, Ian. Religion in an Age of Science: The Gifford uctures. San Francisco:
Harper and Row, 1990. xv, 290 pp. ISBN 0-06-060383-6.
Ian Barbour's ma-;t recent work, Religion in an Age of Science, was originally
presented as the Gifford Lectures at the University of Aberdeen during the autwnn
term of 1989. In preparation for this series, the author did extensive research at the
Center for Theology and the Natural Sciences (CTNS) in the Graduate Theological
Union at Berkeley, California. Such careful preparation was, no doubt, necessary
in order to undertake the significant and timely project of this book; namely, to
explore, explicate and interpret the contemporary relationship between religion
and science and also to offer some guidelines for future discussions-a task complicated by recent developments in both fields.
The central argwnent of the work moves through three major phases: religion
and the methods of science, religion and the theories of science, and phila50phical
and theological reflections. In the first part, Barbour astutely distinguishes scientific fact from fancy by laying out the basic parameters of the scientific method
itself. Interestingly, one recent and very popular violator of these methodological
constraints is none other than Carl Sagan who, after correctly presenting some of
the discoveries of modern astronomy in his TV series Cosmos, was then emboldened to launch into unsupported metaphysical speculation and to attack Christian
ideas of God at a nwnber of points (p. 5). Barbour rightly takes this astronomer to
task and explores alternatives to the extremes of scientific materialism, on the one
hand, and biblical literalism on the other.
Though his background is largely a scientific one, Barbour's understanding of
the field of religion is, at times, impressive. "Above all," he writes, "religion aims
at the transformation of personal life, particularly by liberation from self-centeredness through commitment to a more inclusive center of devotion"-a definition
which enshrines a simple truth too-often forgotten by clergy. However, Barbour's
argwnent in the area of religion will be less satisfactory to traditional Christians
when he expresses his unswerving commitment to religious pluralism in such a
way as to obscure the uniqueness of the revelation of Jesus Christ.
Of the relationship between science and religion in particular, Barbour sets up a
parallel between the data and theories of science with those of religion. However,
in the latter field, the data are obviously not quantifiable facts, but instead are such
things as religious experience, story and ritual, and it is religious beliefs themselves which fill the important role of scientific theories (p. 31 ). Drawing on the
insights from his earlier work, Myths, Models, and Paradigms, Barbour maintains
that all data, both scientific and religious, are theory-laden; theories are paradigmladen; and paradigms in turn are culture-laden and value-laden. Consequently, both
science and theology are social constructions, and they therefore necessitate a position of critical realism; that is, theories and models, both scientific and theological, must be taken seriously, but not literally.
Though Barbour repeatedly offers a many-leveled view of reality as a corrective
to past reductionism, his argwnent seldom rises above the plane of hwnan experience with the result that transcendence is virtually la-;t. For example, the doctrine
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of creation is not seen as a rational articulation of the revelation expressed in
Genesis; instead this doctrine is deemed an utterly hwnan product and Mrepresents
the extension of...ideas of redemption to the world of nature" (p. 144). In fact, in
one place, Barbour argues that the story of creation reflects Mthe assumptions of a
patriarchal society" (p. 205), a standard claim of feminists. However, this leveling
tendency will perhaps be most disturbing to the Christian community in the important area of Christology, for not only does Barbour minimize the significance of
the substitutionary atonement (p. 213), but he also champions a remarkably low
Christology: MI am suggesting that in comparing Christ and other people, as in
comparing human and nonhwnan life, we should speak of differences in degree"
(p. 213). Consequently, what is unique about Christ is not his metaphysical substance ([contra] the Johannine Prologue, Nicea and Chalcedon), but his relationship to God (p. 210).
In the last section of the book, after exploring the area of religion and the theories of science in terms of quantwn theory, the Big Bang and evolution, Barbour
concludes that Whitcheadian process philosophy is consistent with what we currently know about biological and human history (p. 234). Not surprisingly, the
process theology of Hartshorne is apparently Barbour's choice of a model which
can best adjudicate the conversation between religion and science in the future,
though in one place he admittedly advises a multi-model approach (p. 270). But
perhaps here is precisely where the fundamental flaw of the book lies, for the ultimate standard or norm which informs even the choice of an appropriate theological model is not Scripture or revelation, but the presuppositions of modernity as
expressed in the form of a scientific world-view. Those philosophies and theologies, therefore, which are most in accord with the latest scientific models are favored, those which arc less so, like classical orthodoxy (which Barbour refers to as
the monarchical model), are not. Nevertheless, it is awkward and difficult at times
to maintain that process theology adequately reflects some of the basic truths of
Scripture, for this philosophically-informed theology is markedly adverse to the
supernatural and to the potent, decisive and instantaneous acts of God (miracles).
For example, the raising of Lazarus from the dead, the resurrection of Jesus and
the future resurrection of the saints are all embarrassments here.
In short, not only has Barbour failed to distinguish theological doctrine, which
is a hwnan construction, from revelation, which is not (at least not entirely), but he
also has little place for, and virtually no discussion of, the notion of revelation itself, that some truths transcend the limits of hwnan reason (though they don't
contradict it), and therefore must be both given and received. In light of these observations, it is perhaps better and more accurate to have entitled the work not Religion in an Age of Science, but Religion Under the Paradigm of Science.
KENNETH J. COLLINS
Associate Professor of Philosophy and Religion
Methodist College
Fayetteville, North Carolina
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Wilcox, John T. The Bitterness of Job, A. Philosophical Reading. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1989. i-x, 243 pp. $29.95. ISBN. 0-472-10129-3
at the State University of New York
John T. Wilcox is professor of
at Binghamton whose work has centered on Nietzsche and process
and
theology. He states (p. viii) that his purpose in this book is to revive a tradition,
writing on
virtually dormant since the nineteenth century, of Western
Job. The book, be believes, was surrendered to the specialists in Near Eastern languages, whom he respectfully admonishes for concentrating on details while ignoring the larger
and theological options. The
who have
informed this study are Friedrich Nietzsche, Charles Hartshorne and John Rawls.
For required specialist scholarship he relies on the commentaries of S. Terrien, R.
Gordis and M. H. Pope.
In this work he questions some long-accepted conclusions of Johan scholarship
while offering radical new insights. Initially he refutes the idea that the orthodoxy
of Job's friends and Elihu is the simplistic doctrine that good is always rewarded
and evil punished, as the explanation for suffering. He contends that the speeches
of Eliphaz and Bildad require and those of Zophar and Elihu allow the conclusion
that the traditional view of evil will admit that sometimes the weak are abused, the
wicked prosper and the upright suffer. Orthodo xy attributes this to the sinful nature
of all humans who deserve punishment. The righteous, however, who confess and
repent will ultimately be protected and rewarded (5 :17-27). Job asserts that his experience does not bear this out. This breaks no new ground, since recent commentaries on Job take similar positions.
However, Wilcox moves directly to a penetrating examination of Job's character. Job is found to be a psychologically extraordinary individual with a high degree of moral righteousness, one who deals with his fellows in an exemplary moral
fashion. It is crucial to his argument that Wilcox believes Job to be truly innocent,
and, thus, justified in his refusal to repent. This introduces his main thesis that Job,
tested by extreme suffering, is driven to a moral bitterness which will, in turn,
force him to curse or blaspheme God; an idea that Wilcox claims is unique. Job is
not motivated by self-interest, despite Satan's insinuation (I :9-10), but Satan is
correct in predicting (1:11 ; 2:5) that Job will curse God (p. 58). Blasphemy he defines as the regular and repeated attribution to God of unseemly qualities, even
immoral behavior in his dealings with the innocent, including Job. Wilcox fmds
that Job is a moral man who expects a moral God, but whose bitter disappointment
issues in cursing.
Ironically, it is Job, Mawesome in blasphemy" (p. 99), who elicits God's response, who honors blasphemy while rebuking it. Chapter seven, MA No to Job's
No," is pivotal, effecting the transition from the discussion of Job' s psychology
and his motives in cursing to the response of God's speeches in the theophany. The
author believes that tradition and psychological health demand that Job's blasphemy cannot be the fmal despairing word. Doubtless, Job's heroic railing at
heaven appeals to modem readers who cavil at the Mhappy" ending o f the epilogue,
but the moral bitterness that prompts it is unhealthy, contagious and poisonous.
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The perceptive point is made that the friends were right to share Job's suffering
(2:3), but also right in rejecting his bitterness. The theophany, says Wilcox, rebukes the blasphemy, taking Job and testing him in areas beyond the moral worldorder that he craves.
The first divine speech (38: 1-40:2) underlines the wrongheadedness of blasphemy by humbling Job and forcing him to see his ignorance and weakness. The
normative character of the theophany forces Wilcox to conclude that the tenor of
the book is Mprofoundly skeptical, agnostic, its message largely a counsel of silence" (p. 122). Knowledge is power and vast areas of the cosmic order are independent of and unknown to humanity; yet even these in their alien nature praise
God. So blasphemy spoken in ignorance and weakness is not justified. The second
speech (40:6-41 :34) continues this theme in the strange figures of Behemoth and
Leviathan. The theophany states that humans are profoundly ignorant and do not
see deeply enough to comprehend the problem of evil and innocent suffering.
Wilcox says that this does not contradict the prologue which he views as only describing Job's sufferings, not explaining them (p. 174). So, for the theophany to be
understood as offering no answer is in harmony with the rest of the book-a subtle
but telling distinction. The idea that God must uphold the human-oriented and provincial moral world order is rejected. Therefore Job is correct in his perception but
misguided in his cursing. The theophany contrasts human weakness and God's
omnipotence, however that is to be interpreted, though the book of Job is understood to place no limit on His power. He deftly links the actuality and the recognition of ignorance and weakness to the epilogue. In Job's discovery of human finitude there is a blessing of which the epilogue is symbolic, though its details are not
to be taken literally. He concludes that the book calls for a return to a religion centered on nature rather than on the moral world order. The value of the book lies in
its vigorous reappraisal of the central issues of Job from the perspective of
Nietzche's Moral World Order and Myes-saying," Hartshorne's studies of divine
omnipotence in Job and Rawls' discourse on moral attitudes. Wilcox's conclusions
that Job blasphemes in ascribing immoral behavior to God and that the centrality
of a moral world order is rejected, will assuredly spark discussion and dissension.
The psychological study of Job is particularly well drawn and convincing. His arguments are closely reasoned, his style of writing clear and inviting. The concern
for the conceptual and thematic unity of the book is praiseworthy and aptly demonstrated. Any weaknesses occur when he is forced, inevitably, to grapple with
textual matters, competing translations or other aspects of specialist scholarship:
these he acknowledges (p. x). They do not detract substantially from a work that
diverges from the traditional channels of Johan scholarship but that rewards a careful reading.
JOHN BARCLAY BURNS
Assistant Professor of Religious Studies
George Mason University
Fairfax, Virginia
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Morris, Thomas V., ed. Philosophy and the Christian Faith. Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press. 1988. 300 pp. ISBN 0-268-01570-8
Ever since St. Paul warned the Colossians to beware of vain philosophy, many
Christians have viewed philosophers with suspicion. The concern is not without
warrant, of course, for many philosophers, particularly since the "Enlighterunent"
have been openly hostile to traditional Christianity. Remarkably however, our generation has witnessed, particularly within the last two decades, a growing openness
to Christian faith within the circles of academic philosophy. Perhaps the best indication of this change is the founding and growth of the Society of Christian Philosophers. Founded in 1978 with about 200 members, the society presently numbers approximately 1,000 in membership.
The enhanced presence of Christians in the field of philosophy has impacted the
discipline of philosophy of religion, and is likely to influence theological and biblical studies as well in days to come. Many contemporary philosophers of religion
have moved beyond discussions of issues germane to generic theism, and have begun to explore the philosophical dimensions of specifically Christian doctrines and
truth claims. This volume is a shining reflection of these developments and a harbinger of future directions.
The book is comprised of an Introduction plus ten essays, divided into three
sections: Sin and Salvation; God, the Good, and Christian Life; and Christian Doctrine and the Possibilities for Truth.
In the first section, Richard Swinburne discusses "The Christian Scheme of Salvation," focusing on the concepts of guilt, atonement and forgiveness. The topic of
atonement is further explored in a beautifully written paper by Eleonore Stump.
She expounds Aquinas's theory of the atonement, and shows how it can avoid the
difficulties in what she calls "the unreflective account" of the atonement. William
Wainwright takes up the doctrine of original sin, particularly as defended by Jonathan Edwards, and offers a critical but sympathetic assessment of Edwards's
views on the matter. Finally, Marilyn Adams dares to "trespass into the field of
New Testament studies" with a provocative paper entitled "Separation and Reversal in Luke-Acts." She compares and contrasts the teaching of Luke-Acts with
apocalyptic theology, especially the apocalyptic view of how God will separate the
righteous from the wicked and bring about a reversal of their destinies.
Some of the papers in the second section will be of particular interest to those in
the Wesleyan tradition. In one such paper, William Alston is concerned to explain
and illuminate just how the Holy Spirit brings about moral transformation in the
process of sanctification. Robert Adams examines a cluster of moral issues in his
essay entitled "Christian Liberty." Adams defends a Christian ethic of devotion
and argues that there is room in such an ethic for supererogatory actions. Morris
aptly characterizes this paper in his Introduction as "exciting and edifying" (p. 9).
The next paper, by Norman Kretzmann, is a discussion of issues surrounding
weakness of will, as related to various interpretations of Romans 7, most prominently that of Aquinas in his commentary on the passage. Kretzmann 's approach
was to "see how a medieval philosopher's position on certain philosophical issues
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affects and is affected by his treatment of certain pas.sages in his biblical commentaries" (p. 173). The last paper in this section is one of the most fascinating in the
volwne, namely, ·suffering Love," in which Nicholas Woltcrstroff mounts an impressive case against the traditional doctrine of divine impas.5ibility. This paper,
like Kretzmann 's, displays the subtle interplay of biblical, theological and philosophical considerations in the fonnation of doctrinal convictions.
The two papers in the final section are rather technical, particularly Peter van
Inwagen 's paper on the Trinity. van lnwagen employs a logic of relative identity to
show that classical trinitarian claims are formally consistent. James Ross brings
the book to a close, appropriately enough, with an article entitled •F.schatological
Pragmatism." The aim of the paper is to suggest how the beliefs of Christians from
different ages and cultures can all come out true in the cschaton.
As this brief survey indicates, the contents of this volume deal with a wide
range of topics usually thought of in connection with systematic theology. It is remarkable to sec well known philosophers writing in defense of Christian beliefs,
given the notion, still common in some quarters, that philosophy and Christian
faith do not mix. Indeed, as Morris comments in the Introduction: ·There is no
little irony in the fact that this comes at a time when a great number of respected
academic theologians have, on philosophical grounds, largely abandoned the traditional claims distinctive of the Christian faith throughout most of its history" (p.
2).
If this volume is any indication, there is reason to think that orthodox Christian
beliefs can again gain a hearing in serious academic circles.
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